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FRIDAY,  AUGUST  18,  1961 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  the  Honorable  W.  R.  Poage  (chairman  of 
the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  Gathings,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin, 
Breeding,  Mclntire,  Short,  Dole,  and  Reifel. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murrary, 
assistant  clerk ;  and  John  Heimburger,  counsel. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  subcommittee  will  please  come  to  order. 

We  are  met  today  to  consider  a  number  of  bills  pertaining  to  wet 
lands.  We  have  H.R.  8510  by  Mr.  Reuss,  H.R.  8511  by  Mr.  Saylor, 
H.R.  8512  by  Mr.  Dingell,  H.R.  8520  by  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin, 
H.R.  8521  by  Mr.  Zablocki,  H.R.  8522  by  Mr.  Kastenmeier,  H.R. 
8523  by  Mr.  Sikes,  and  H.R.  8688  by  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

We  have  a  report  on  one  of  the  bills,  H.R.  8510,  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  The  bills  and  this  report  dated  August  17, 
1961,  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  17, 1961. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairtnan,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  Your  committee  has  requested  reports  on  H.R.  8510,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  prohibit  assist¬ 
ance  for  the  drainage  of  wet  lands  when  such  drainage  will  harm  wildlife 
preservation,  and  on  H.R.  8520  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit  finan¬ 
cial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wet  lands.  This  report  is 
applicable  also  to  H.R.  8511,  H.R.  8512,  H.R.  8521,  H.R.  8522,  and  H.R.  8523. 

We  recommend  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  in  the  form  of 
H.R.  8510. 

We  believe  it  has  become  generally  known  that  the  rapid  drainage  of  the 
Nation’s  wet  lands  for  agricultural,  industrial,  urban  expansion,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  has  had  a  disastrous  effect  upon  our  wildlife  populations.  While  considera¬ 
ble  drainage  occurs  on  private  lands  with  private  funds,  much  of  it  is  under¬ 
taken  with  Federal  technical  and  financial  assistance.  This  proposed  legislation 
would  establish  procedures  whereby  proposals  to  drain  farmlands  pursuant  to 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  would  be  subject  to  examina¬ 
tion  by  this  Department  to  determine  whether  wildlife  preservation  will  be 
harmed  by  the  proposed  drainage.  Unless  proper  findings  are  made  in  such 
cases,  great  damage  results  to  the  Nation’s  wildlife  resources.  In  fact,  the 
purpose  of  this  proposed  legislation  is  consistent  with  certain  objectives  set 
forth  in  the  President’s  message  of  February  23,  1961,  which  reads  in  part  as 
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follows :  “I  am  hopeful  that  consistent  and  coordinated  Federal  leadership  can 
expand  our  fish  and  wildlife  opportunities  without  the  present  conflicts  of  agen¬ 
cies  and  interests:  One  department  paying  to  have  wet  lands  drained  for  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes  while  another  is  purchasing  such  lands  for  wildlife  or  water- 
fowl  refuges.  *  *  *  ” 

These  bills  represent  the  latest  proposals  to  solve  by  legislative  means  the 
complex  problem  of  conflicting  interests  where  wet  lands  are  concerned.  Con¬ 
tinued  loss  of  valuable  habitat  through  federally  assisted  farm  drainage  is  a 
problem  of  over  10  years  standing.  Close  consultation  between  our  Department 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  with  various  modifications  in  programs  and 
procedures  over  this  period,  have  failed  to  provide  a  satisfactory  solution. 

In  our  opinion,  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  should  promote  a 
harmonious  working  arrangement  by  this  Department  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  evaluating  the  desirability  of  carrying  out  wetland  drainage 
operations  on  farms  in  particular  areas  and  regions.  In  this  connection,  we  wish 
to  observe  that  under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  8510  the  finding  that  would  be 
required  by  this  Department  could  be  made  with  regard  to  particular  areas  and 
regions,  as  distinguished  from  the  finding  that  would  be  required  under  the 
terms  of  H.R.  8520,  which  would  require  a  finding  to  be  made  with  an  identifica¬ 
tion  of  the  specific  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  to  which  the  finding  would 
be  applicable.  We  believe  that  a  finding  of  the  latter  variety  would  be  unneces¬ 
sarily  costly  and  would  not  be  required  in  many  parts  of  the  United  States  in 
order  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

We  believe  that  the  enactment  of  this  legislation  will  give  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  this  Department  the  authority  that  is  needed  to  accomplish 
effectively  the  purposes  in  question.  Our  two  Departments  have  given  a  great 
deal  of  consideration  to  this  matter  and  various  efforts  have  been  made  to 
achieve  the  result  intended  by  these  bills.  Some  of  the  procedures  that  have 
been  agreed  upon  have  been  partially  successful :  however,  we  feel  that  a  clear- 
cut  expression  from  the  Congress  will  be  much  more  effective  in  this  case  than 
administrative  action. 

In  connection  with  your  consideration  of  these  bills,  we  believe  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act  for  1962  contains  a  provision 
relating  to  the  agricultural  conservation  program  to  the  effect  that  no  change 
shall  be  made  in  the  1962  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in  any  county  of 
restricting  eligibility  requirements  for  cost  sharing  on  practices  included  in 
either  the  1958  or  1959  programs  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee.  Open 
ditch  and  tile  drainage  are  among  the  cost-shared  practices  to  which  the  provi¬ 
sion  applies.  We  believe  this  proposed  legislation  would  not  relate  to  overall 
eligibility  requirements  as  established  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
that  any  drainage  not  objectionable  from  the  standpoint  of  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion  would  be  eligible  as  before. 

You  are  advised  that  while  there  would  be  no  objection  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  administration’s  program  to  the  submission  of  our  report,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  believes  that  if  favorable  action  is  taken  on  H.R.  8510,  H.R.  8511,  or 
H.R.  8512,  this  legislation  should  be  made  more  explicit  as  to  the  scope  of  the 
geographical  area  to  be  covered  by  the  determinations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  M.  Kelly, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


H.R.  8510  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Reuss;  the  following  identical 
bills  were  also  introduced:  H.R.  8511  by  Mr.  Saylor,  H.R.  8512  by 
Mr.  Dingell,  and  H.R.  8688  by  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 


[H.R.  S510,  S7th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  prohibit  assistance 
for  the  drainage  of  wet  lands  when  such  drainage  will  harm  wildlife  preservation 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection:  . 
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“(e)  No  contract  for  assistance  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  a  farm  operator  for  draining  wet  lands,  either  through  grants  or  technical 
assistance,  where  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wildlife 
preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  by  the  proposed  drainage,  and  has  re¬ 
ported  such  finding  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.” 

H.R.  8520  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin;  the  fol¬ 
lowing  identical  bills  were  also  introduced :  H.R.  8521  by  Mr.  Zablocki, 
H.R.  8522  by  Mr.  Kastenmeier,  and  H.R.  8523  by  Mr.  Sikes. 

[H.R.  8520,  87tli  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to  add 
a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage 
of  certain  wet  lands 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section 
16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection  : 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement  to  pro- 
.  vide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under 
}  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that 
wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  by  such  drainage 
and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with 
respect  to  which  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.” 

Mr.  Poage.  Our  colleague,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  is  the  author 
of  one  of  these  bills.  We  will  be  delighted  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr. 
J  ohnson. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESTER  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS,  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  fact  that  you  have  scheduled  these  early  hearings 
on  H.R.  8520,  my  bill  to  prevent  Federal  funds  from  being  used  to 
drain  farm  wet  lands  suitable  for  waterfowl  refuges. 

The  problem  which  this  legislation  would  solve  is  a  pressing  one. 
Currently,  the  Agriculture  Department  furnishes  technical  and  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  to  farmers  for  drainage  of  wet  lands  under  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  At  the  same  time,  the  Interior  Depart- 
|  ment  is  conducting  a  program  for  the  acquisition  of  wet  lands  in  order 
to  save  our  dwindling  duck  population.  Present  requirements  of  the 
law  do  not  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  withhold  cost- 
sharing  assistance  from  drainage  projects  merely  because  they  ad¬ 
versely  affect  wildlife. 

I  have  always  vigorously  supported  and  worked  for  the  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  purchase  of  migratory  waterfowl  refuges  and  nesting 
areas.  In  1954,  when  I  came  to  Congress,  I  called  attention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  the  way  the  duck  stamp  money  was  being  handled.  I  exposed 
the  diversion  of  the  bulk  of  the  income  from  Federal  duck  stamp  fees 
to  purposes  other  than  wetland  acquisition,  for  which  hunters  had 
voluntarily  accepted  the  fee  in  the  first  place.  x\nd  in  1955  I  intro¬ 
duced  legislation  that  came  before  the  House  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries,  which  would  segregate  the  duck  stamp  money, 
so  that  it  would  go  for  the  purchase  of  these  wet  lands  rather  than  be 
used  for  the  running  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  As  a  result  of 
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a  speech  I  made  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  conservationists  all  over  the 
country  took  my  speech  and  used  it  and  I  have  been  told  that  it  has 
become  a  bible  of  the  wildlife  people. 

And  during  the  next  4  years,  after  1954,  I  battled  for  legislation  to 
insure  that  all  the  income  from  the  stamps  would  go  to  provide  more 
refuges  for  migratory  waterfowls.  This  legislation  was  enacted  into 
law  in  1958. 

Here  we  have  two  programs  which  are  operating  at  cross-purposes. 
Clearly,  we  must  resolve  this  conflict  of  interest  in  order  to  prevent  the 
taxpayers’  money  from  being  wasted  because  two  programs  are  work¬ 
ing  against  each  other. 

My  bill  provides  that  no  contract  for  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  assistance  can  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  a  farm  operator  for  drainage  of  land  if  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
has  determined  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed 
by  the  proposed  drainage  project.  Prior  determinations  of  the  specific 
areas  of  the  farm  where  this  would  be  so  must  be  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  and  filed  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  order  | 
for  this  legislation  to  apply.  Such  cooperation  between  the  two  De-  ^ 
partments  will  insure  a  coordinated  approach  to  a  problem  of  great 
concern  to  conservationists  across  the  Nation. 

I  think  that  is  very  important,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  it  is  up  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  get  the  information  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  They  do  not  have  to  wait  while  somebody  is 
making  a  survey.  It  is  up  to  them  to  get  the  survey  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  region  north  and  east  of  the  Missouri  River  in 
the  Dakotas  and  western  Minnesota  is  still  referred  to  as  the  last  im¬ 
portant  “duck  factory”  in  the  United  States.  This  was  originally  a 
glaciated  area  of  undulating  grasslands,  pockmarked  by  thousands 
of  shallow  lakes  and  potholes.  According  to  Thomas  A.  Schrader 
of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  this  tristate  region  may  at  one 
time  have  produced  15  million  ducks  a  year. 

Proof  of  its  value  for  duck  production  is  the  use  still  being  made  of 
its  remaining  water.  It  is  the  favored  mating  and  nesting  area  for 
blue-winged  teal,  pintail,  mallard,  and  other  species  in  lesser  numbers. 
In  a  normal  year,  it  still  turns  out  from  3  to  4  million  ducks,  which  i 
disperse  into  all  four  flyways  as  they  wing  southward  to  wintering  ' 
grounds. 

Continued  high  production  from  the  prairie  potholes  is  essential 
to  the  future  of  waterfowl  hunting  throughout  the  Mississippi  and 
central  flyways.  Band  returns  from  2,063  mallard,  gadwalls,  and 
pintails  banded  in  June,  July,  and  August  within  the  prairie  pot¬ 
hole  region  of  the  United  States  show  that  the  ducks  were  shot  in  40 
States,  Canada,  Central  America,  and  South  America. 

Of  redheads  banded  in  the  pothole  region  during  the  same  months 
and  recovered  away  from  the  immediate  banding  area,  13.5  percent 
were  taken  in  the  Atlantic  flyway.  Of  the  pintails  recovered  away 
from  the  immediate  banding  area,  19.2  percent  were  shot  in  the  Pacific 
and  Atlantic  flyways  in  the  United  States  and  in  British  Columbia.  It 
is  plain  that  prairie  pothole  ducks  contribute  to  good  waterfowl  hunt¬ 
ing  in  most  parts  of  the  Nation. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  1936,  Congress  passed  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act.  It  was  the  basis  for  the  subsidization  of 
many  worthwhile  soil  conservation  practices,  such  as  strip-cropping, 
terracing,  contour  plowing,  and  tree  planting.  However,  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  Federal  aid  for  the  drainage  of  farm  wetlands  have  been  in¬ 
discriminately  used  and  abused.  Since  1936,  agricultural  drainage 
has  been  responsible  for  destroying  5,602,241  acres  of  wetlands  in  the 
Dakotas  and  Minnesota  alone.  Each  year,  about  3  percent  of  the  re¬ 
maining  wetlands  in  this  area  are  lost  to  federally  subsidized  drainage 
projects. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture’s  Soil  Conservation  Service 
has  estimated  that  127  million  acres  of  natural  wetlands  originally 
existed  in  all  the  States  lying  south  of  the  Canadian  border.  In  1956, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  Interior  esti¬ 
mated  that  74,439,000  acres  of  wetlands  remained.  This  is  slightly 
over  58  percent  of  the  original  acreage. 

Of  these  remaining  wetlands  8,819,900  acres  were  classified  as  having 
high  value  for  waterfowl  and  13,616,500  acres  as  having  moderately 
high  or  significant  value.  This  total  of  22,436,400  acres  constitutes 
just  a  little  over  30  percent  of  the  remaining  wetlands  as  of  that  date. 
In  the  4  years  which  have  elapsed  since  these  estimates  were  made, 
wetlands  have  continued  to  disappear  both  temporarily  and  per¬ 
manently. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  handwriting  is  on  the  wall.  Immediate  action 
is  necessary  if  we  are  going  to  save  our  continental  flights  of  water- 
fowl. 

The  Department  of  Interior  already  has  the  authority  to  offer  to 
lease  or  buy  wetlands  from  farmers  who  will  be  unable  to  obtain 
Federal  assistance  to  drain  the  land  under  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
8520.  A  bill  to  accelerate  the  Federal  program  for  the  purchase  of 
migratory  bird  refuges  and  nesting  areas  has  been  passed  by  the 
House  and  is  now  before  the  Senate.  I  joined  my  colleagues,  Con¬ 
gressmen  Henry  Reuss,  John  Dingell,  Arnold  Olsen,  and  Clem  Miller 
m  introducing  this  measure. 

It  would  authorize  a  loan  of  $150  million  over  the  next  10  years  for 
stepping  up  the  acquisition  of  migratory  waterfowl  refuges.  Such  a 
loan  would  make  possible  the  early  purchase  of  the  wetlands  needed 
for  the  Federal  acquisition  program  to  reach  its  anticipated  goal  of 
4,500,000  acres.  Starting  in  fiscal  1972,  the  money  would  be  repaid  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury  from  duck  stamp  revenues.  Under  the  accelerated 
program  provided  for  in  this  legislation,  it  wTould  be  possible  for 
farmers  to  lease  or  sell  their  wetlands  to  the  Interior  Department  at 
a  satisfactory  price. 

We  hear  of  the  days  when  ducks  and  geese  were  so  numerous  that 
they  darkened  the  sky  in  their  spring  and  fall  migrations  between 
wintering  grounds  in  the  South  and  summer  nesting  areas  in  the 
North.  But  those  days  are  gone  forever.  As  I  pointed  out  before, 
the  alarming  decline  came  when  farming  brought  drainage  of  the 
wetland  area  and  destroyed  more  than  half  of  the  nesting  range  of 
ducks  in  the  prairie  pothole  region.  The  additional  corn  and  wheat 
produced  as  a  result  of  this  drainage  can  be  recorded  as  a  gain  in  the 
dollar-and-cents  ledger,  but  the  change  has  left  us  poorer  in  the  water- 
fowl  resource  account,  which  is  kept  in  a  different  set  of  books. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  calculating  the  value  of  further  drainage,  two 
factors  must  be  considered.  First,  since  the  most  economically  drain- 
able  land  has  been  drained,  any  further  drainage  is  likely  to  be  more 
difficult  and  less  rewarding.  Second,  with  increasing  demand  and 
decreasing  supply,  the  duck  has  become  vastly  more  valuable.  In 
pioneer  days,  the  value  of  a  duck  was  expressed  in  cents  per  pound, 
but  today,  waterfowl  values  do  not  find  true  expression  behind  a 
dollar  sign.  They  have  recreational,  social,  and  cultural  values  which 
make  their  meat  values  appear  almost  inconsequential. 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  Udall  has  said  that  the  necessity 
to  meet  the  outdoor  needs  of  our  people  now  and  in  the  future  will 
in  all  likelihood  be  the  sharpest  and  most  consistent  pressure  on  oui4 
land,  water,  and  forests  in  the  years  ahead.  It  is  our  responsibility 
to  see  to  it  that  there  will  be  sufficient  outdoor  recreational  areas  avail¬ 
able  to  our  increasing  population  so  that  our  children  and  their 
children  may  enjoy  the  outdoor  opportunities  which  we  have  had. 
H.R.  8520  will  help  us  to  meet  that  responsibility  by  protecting  our 
priceless  waterfowl  resource  from  indiscriminate,  federally  subsidized 
drainage  of  the  wetlands  where  ducks  and  geese  nest  and  rest. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Johnson.  Are  there  any  questions 
of  Mr.  Johnson?  If  not,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you.  We 
are  trying  to  move  along  today.  As  you  know,  we  are  competing  with 
the  clock,  and  our  time  is  very  limited.  We  will  now  hear  from 
our  colleague,  Mr.  Reuss. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  think  that  everybody  on  the  committee  is  ac¬ 
quainted  with  my  Wisconsin  colleague.  Henry  has  the  reputation 
of  having  his  name  mispronounced  more  than  anyone  else. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HENRY  S.  RETJSS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  PROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Reuss.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  posi¬ 
tion  is  that  as  long  as  you  vote  for  me,  I  do  not  care  how  you  pro¬ 
nounce  my  name.  I  shall  be  very  brief.  Though  I  am  the  author 
of  H.R.  8510,  I  should  like  to  appear  in  behalf  of  Congressman  John¬ 
son’s  bill,  H.R.  8520,  for  two  reasons:  First,  that  he  is  a  distinguished 
conservationist  and  farm  leader  and  is  in  an  excellent  position  to 
sponsor  this  legislation. 

Secondly,  the  language  of  his  bill  has  been  particularly  worked 
out  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  some  other  groups,  and 
I  know  that  the  language  is  perfectly  satisfactory  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

In  coming  here  before  the  subcommittee,  I  feel  a  little  like  the 
moonshiner,  in  that  famous  story  of  our  former  colleague,  Brooks 
Hayes,  who  was  about  to  be  sentenced  for  a  repeated  moonshining 
offense  by  the  judge,  and  the  judge  said,  “Before  I  pronounce  sen¬ 
tence  on  you  I  just  want  you  to  know  that  you  and  your  family  have 
made  more  trouble  for  us  than  any  family  in  this  district.” 

And  the  defendant  replied,  “Not  half  as  much  trouble,  Judge,  as 
you  have  made  for  me.”  ;..T,r 

I  realize  I  have  been  a  person  of  some  concern  to  the  agricultural 
interests  of  our  country,  and  of  the  Congress,  in  connection  with  this 
farm  drainage  problem.  If  I  have  been,  it  is  not  because  I  am  not 
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an  enthusiastic  supporter  of  the  kind  of  sound  farm  legislation  which 
has  come  from  this  committee  in  recent  years,  but  because  I  believe 
deeply  that  we  must  do  something  to  keep  up  our  continental  supply 
of  ducks  and  geese.  Just  today  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
cut  in  two  the  duck  and  goose  hunting  season  for  the  coming  fall 
in  the  Mississippi  and  central  fly  ways — cut  it  in  two,  both  in  terms  of 
the  length  of  it  and  the  bag  limit.  I  think  they  have  no  alternative 
but  to  do  that,  because  the  continental  duck  population  is  way,  way 
down.  In  recent  years  we  have  drained  more  than  one  third  of  the 
valuable  duck  producing  potholes  in  the  continental  United  States. 

President  Kennedy,  in  his  conservation  message  of  this  February, 
pointed  out  the  inconsistency  between  subsidizing  the  drainage  of 
farm  wet  lands  valuable  for  waterfowl,  on  the  one  hand  and  on  the 
other  hand  having  the  Department  of  the  Interior  continue  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  buying  and  leasing  such  wet  lands. 

Very  fortunately,  Congress  is  about  to  approve  a  worthwhile  bill 
which  the  House  approved  a  few  weeks  ago  accelerating  the  program 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  acquiring  wet  lands.  This  is  a 
great  thing  for  our  farmers  as  well  as  for  our  conservationists  and 
sportsmen,  because  it  will  give  the  farmer  of  the  wetland  areas  a  fair 
fee  for  turning  his  wet  lands  to  what  in  this  day  is  its  highest  use,  the 
production  of  waterfowl. 

I  would  hope  that  that  bill,  which  is  about  to  pass,  would  work  in 
very  well  with  Congressman  Johnson’s  bill. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  two  documents :  Exhibit  A, 
which  is  a  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  wetlands  drainage  in  the  last  6 
months  of  1960.  This  shows  that  in  77  percent  of  the  cases  reported 
in  the  so-called  prairie  pothole  area  where  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  had  asked  the  Department  of  Agriculture  not  to  drain  be¬ 
cause  of  the  very  valuable  waterfowl  potential  of  that  particular  pro¬ 
posed  drainage,  in  77  percent  of  those  cases,  unfortunately,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  went  ahead  and  drained  anyway. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Could  I  ask  you  a  question  there  ? 

Mr.  Reuss.  Yes, 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  The  wTay  the  appropriation  bill  is  writ¬ 
ten  each  year  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  stop  draining  wet  lands  because  the  law  states  that  nothing 
herein  (and  I  do  not  have  the  exact  language),  shall  interfere  with 
such  practices.  I  am  told  that  the  Federal  Government  is  at  a  loss 
to  stop  it.  Is  that  not  correct  ? 

Mr.  Retjss.  I  will  insert  into  the  record  at  this  point  a  colloquy 
between  myself  on  the  floor  and  Chairman  Whitten  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  of  a  year  or  two  back,  which  indicates 
that  that  language  would  not  have  stopped  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  from  cutting  out  farm  drainage  harmful  to  waterfowl.  But 
I  will  admit  to  the  gentleman  that  there  is  a  legal  question  about  it, 
and  in  the  interest  of  harmony  I  am  quite  zealous  to  say,  “Let  us  wipe 
the  slate  clean  and  go  on  with  the  proper  feeling  of  kinship  between 
conservationists  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture.” 

Mr.  Poage.  Clearly,  the  basic  law  says  that  if  the  farmers  do  cer¬ 
tain  things  they  would  get  certain  payments,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  Reuss.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Would  you  think  any  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  whether 
Mr.  Freeman,  Mr.  Benson,  Mr.  Brannan,  or  anybody  else,  would  be 
an  honest  Secretary  if  he  did  not  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  law 
as  are  provided  ? 

Mr.  Reuss.  The  colloquy  between  Mr.  Whitten  and  myself  dis¬ 
closed  my  view  on  that,  which  was  not  quite  consistently  with  the 
mandate  of  the  law,  Mr.  Benson,  Mr.  Freeman,  or  whoever  it  was, 
had  to  carry  out  the  same  basic  practices  as  had  been  carried  out  of 
yore,  but  that  it  was  entirely  proper  for  him  to  take  the  advice  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  particular  examples  of  farm 
drainage  should  not  be  subsidized,  because  they  would  harm  wildlife. 

The  chairman  should  bear  in  mind  it  has  never  been  suggested  by 
me  that  all  farm  drainage  under  the  ACP  program  be  stopped — 
quite  the  contrary — 98  percent  of  it  can  and  should  go  on,  because  it 
has  no  relation  to  wildlife.  It  is  just  the  particular  proposition - 

Mr.  Poage.  The  relationship  I  am  driving  at  is  this.  As  you  know, 
frankly,  I  am  sympathetic  with  what  you  are  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  not  trying  to  embarrass  you,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  is  fair  to  come  up  here  and  suggest  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  doing  something  that  they  should  not  be  doing,  when  we 
tell  them  to  do  it.  We,  possibly,  should  tell  them  something  else. 
That  is  not  the  point,  however.  When  we  have  told  them  to  carry 
out  a  program,  I  think  it  is  up  to  them  to  carry  it  out,  whether  it  is 
good,  bad,  or  indifferent. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  agree  with  the  chairman.  That  is  why  I  said  to  Rep¬ 
resentative  Johnson  a  moment  ago  that  I  think  reasonable  men  may 
disagree  about  the  legalities  of  the  matter.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  am  perfectly  ready  to  state  right  now  on  the  record  that  if  we  can 
get  this  matter  straightened  out,  I  will  be  the  first  one  to  say  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  just  as  much  interested  in  true  con¬ 
servation  as  anybody  else,  and  that  if  in  the  past  some  things  have  hap¬ 
pened  which  I  have  not  liked,  and  which  the  chairman  has  not  liked, 
it  is  because  of  a  reasonable  legal  interpretation  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  One  may  disagree  with  it,  but  one  cannot  impute  their 
good  motives.  Does  that  not  answer  it? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  wovdd,  also,  like  to  introduce  as  exhibit  B  a  very  re¬ 
cent  report  which  I  got  just  yesterday  from  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fish¬ 
eries  and  Wildlife  showing  that  in  the  first  6  months  of  this  year,  from 
January  1  to  June  30,  1961,  in  three  counties  of  Minnesota — this  is 
the  only  area  for  which  they  have  records — in  this  period  385  wetland 
areas  were  presented  for  drainage;  of  these  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  objected  to  draining 
283,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  hurt  wildlife.  I  regret  to  say  that 
in  273  out  of  those  283  areas,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  went 
right  ahead  and  authorized  the  drainage,  so  that  in  only  4  percent  of 
the  cases  was  the  advice  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  heeded. 

Let  me  say  again  I  am  perfectly  ready  to  concede  that  this  rather 
shocking  situation  is  due  to  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  language  in 
various  appropriation  bills.  I  want  to  be  constructive,  but  the  sole 
purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  try  to  arrange  matters  justly  for  the 
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future.  I  do  not  put  this  in  to  belabor  the  past.  I  think  the  committee 
should  have  that  m  the  record. 

In  conclusion,  then,  I  earnestly  hope  that  this  committee  will  report 
out  to  the  floor  Congressman  Johnson’s  bill,  II.R.  8520.  I  know  that  if 
this  is  done  it  will  go  far  toward  satisfying  the  many  Members  like 
myself,  who  have  always  vigorously  supported  sound  programs  for 
the  benefit  of  the  farmer,  who  want  to  continue  to  do  so,  and  who  ask 
only  that  the  conservationist  interest  be  taken  into  account. 

May  I  say,  further,  that  some  of  the  finest  conservationists  in  this 
country  are  farmers.  They  enjoy  our  ducks  and  geese  quite  as  much 
as  us  city  fellows.  And  so  I  in  no  way  want  to  appear  here  as  a  city 
Congressman  ranged  against  Congressmen  from  rural  areas,  because 
we  in  this  country  must  always  stand  together,  both  for  the  interests  of 
city  people  and  for  the  interest  of  country  people. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  the  Chair  and  to  the  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  the  prompt  and  courteous  hearing  you  have  given  this  prop¬ 
osition. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you. 

The  documents  referred  to  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(Exhibits  A  and  B  follow :) 


Exhibit  A 

The  Full  Report  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

A  total  of  1,863  wetland  areas,  for  which  farmers  had  requested  assistance  for 
drainage,  were  inspected  between  July  1  and  December  31,  1960.  These  areas 
were  located  within  six  counties  in  South  Dakota,  three  counties  in  Minnesota, 
and  three  counties  in  North  Dakota. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  need  and  practicability  surveys  revealed  that 
234  (13  percent)  of  the  wetland  areas  were  not  qualified  for  drainage  assistance. 
Of  the  1,639  wet  lands  qualified  for  drainage  assistance  553  areas  (34  percent) 
had  significant  wildlife  values  and  Bureau  biologists  recommended  their  con¬ 
servation.  The  ASC  county  committees  denied  drainage  assistance  for  128  wet¬ 
land  areas.  This  was  23  percent  of  the  areas  the  Bureau  recommended  for  con¬ 
servation.  However,  23  percent  of  the  wetland  areas  denied  Federal  assistance 
for  drainage  were  drained  privately  in  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota.  Surveys  to 
determine  the  extent  of  such  private  drainage  have  not  been  completed  in  North 
Dakota. 

Considering  both  the  private  and  federally  assisted  drainage,  11  percent  of  the 
wetland  areas  the  Bureau  recommended  for  conservation  were  saved  in  South 
Dakota  and  Minnesota. 

The  ASC  county  committees  approved  assistance  for  the  draining  of  93  pot¬ 
holes  whose  owners  expressed  interest  in  our  acquisition  program  in  Minnesota 
and  South  Dakota. 

Data  are  being  compiled  to  show  the  number  of  acres  of  wetlands  saved  as  a 
result  of  the  inspection  program.  This  information  should  be  available  in  about  a 
month. 

When  drainage  data  for  the  calendar  year  1960  have  been  collected  and 
analyzed  for  all  89  prairie  pothole  counties,  probably  in  April  or  early  May  of 
1961,  it  will  be  possible  to  compare  the  trend  of  drainage  in  the  12  pilot  counties 
with  the  trend  in  the  77  remaining  counties  for  calendar  year  1959  and  1960  to 
give  a  better  measure  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  inspection  program. 
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The  attached  table  is  a  current,  cumulative  summary  of  the  ACP  247  drainage 
referrals  inspection  program  in  12  pilot  counties  in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
and  Minnesota. 


Cumulative  summary  inspection  of  ACP  21fl  drainage  referrals  in  12  pilot 
counties  in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota 


South 

Dakota 


North 

Dakota 


Minne¬ 

sota 


Total 


1.  Number  of  wetland  areas  which  SCS  said  qualified  for  assist¬ 

ance  for  drainage _ 

2.  Number  of  wetland  areas  which  SCS  said  did  not  qualify  for 

drainage  assistance _ 

3.  Number  of  SCS  qualified  wetlands  FWS  recommended  saving. 

4.  Number  of  SCS  qualified  wetlands  FWS  did  not  recommend 

saving _ 

5.  Number  of  SCS  qualified  wetlands  FWS  recommended  saving 

for  which  ASC  committees  denied  drainage  assistance  in¬ 
cluding  appealed  cases _ 

6.  Number  of  wetlands  listed  in  item  5  which  were  drained  pri¬ 

vately - - - 

7.  Number  of  wetlands  actually  saved  (item  5  minus  item  6) _ 

8.  Number  of  wetlands  in  which  farmer  was  interested  in  our 

acquisition  program _ 


339 

108 

148 

191 


1, 090 

100 

234 

856 


200 

26 

171 

29 


1,629 

234 

553 

1,076 


42 

8 

34 

89 


2 

2 

0 

4 


128 


93 


» Incomplete. 


Exhibit  B 


Preliminary  survey  of  the  results  of  inspection  of  drainage  referrals  in  12 1 
prairie  pothole  counties  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 


July  1-Dec.  31,  1960 

Jan.  1  to  date 

South 

North 

Minne- 

Total 

South 

North 

Minne- 

Total 

Dakota 

Dakota 

sota 

Dakota 

Dakota 

sota 

Number  of  wetland  areas  which 

SCS  said  qualified  for  assistance 

339 

1,090 

200 

1, 629 

80 

43 

385 

508 

Number  of  SCS  qualified  wet  lands 

FWS  recomin ended  saving _ 

148 

234 

171 

553 

18 

25 

283 

326 

Number  of  SCS  qualified  wet  lands 

FWS  recommended  saving  for 
which  ASC  committees  denied 

drainage  assistance _ _  _ 

Percent  of  FWS  recommendations 

42 

84 

2 

128 

(2 3) 

4 

3 10 

(2) 

for  denials  of  assistance  which  ASC 

28 

36 

1 

23 

16 

4 

1  See  list  below. 

-  No  data.  Report  from  ASC  county  committees  not  yet  received. 

3  All  of  those  saved  in  Minnesota  in  1961  were  in  Swift  County. 


Counties  in  Referral  Program 

North  Dakota:  (3—1=2)  Wells  and  Stutzman  (LaMoure  dropped1). 

South  Dakota:  (6—1=5)  Day,  Edmunds,  Hand,  Marshall,  Roberts  (McPher¬ 
son  dropped — Drainage  not  in  county  docket). 

Minnesota :  (3)  Big  Stone,  Lac  Qui  Parle,  Swift. 

(The  colloquy  referred  to  follows :) 

[From  the  Congressional  Record,  May  18,  1959] 

Debate  on  Agriculture  Appropriation  Bill,  1960 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuss]. 

( Mr.  Reuss  asked  and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks. ) 


Reported  in  memo  to  the  director.  May  12,  1961. 
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Mr.  Reuss.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  some  years  the  conservationists  of  this  coun¬ 
try — from  the  great  national  conservation  organizations,  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation,  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute  and  the  Izaak  Walton  League 
down  to  the  individual  hunter  and  outdoors  lover  and  bird  watcher — have  been 
disturbed  about  the  application  of  the  otherwise  excellent  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  to  wetlands  drainage,  particularly  in  the  so-called  prairie  pothole 
areas  of  the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota.  They  have  been  disturbed  because  where¬ 
as  10  years  ago  there  were  1,350,000  potholes,  there  are  today  less  than  a  million 
of  these  areas,  in  which  almost  all  the  ducks  bred  in  the  continental  United 
States  first  see  the  light  of  day.  The  farm  drainage  problem  becomes  more 
acute  in  the  light  of  the  law  that  was  passed  last  summer  by  the  Congress, 
Public  Law  85-585,  which  sets  up  an  accelerated  program  whereby  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  is  now  happily  engaged  in  buying  and  leasing  large  areas 
of  wetlands  in  order  to  protect  the  waterfowl  supply  of  the  North  American 
Continent. 

I  brought  this  problem  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  I  want  to  express  my  gratitude  right  now  to  the  subcommittee  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  and  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Boyle]  and 
to  certain  Members  who  are  not  on  the  committee  such  as  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  for  their  help  in  trying  to  work  out  this  problem. 
While  I  have  asked  them  to  consider  an  absolute  prohibition  on  further  sub¬ 
sidized  farm  drainage  in  the  prairie  pothole  area,  and  while  in  their  report  they 
indicated  that  in  their  opinion  this  absolute  prohibition  was  not  sound,  the  re¬ 
port,  on  page  18,  nevertheless  contains  an  extremely  significant  sentence,  that 
the  committee  requests  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  fully  in  pro¬ 
tecting  these  lands  for  wildlife  refuges.  I  want  to  congratulate  the  committee 
for  the  fine  way  in  which  it  has  faced  up  to  this  problem  and  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  whether 
my  understanding  is  correct  that  the  committee  envisages  this  full  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
which  latter  is  directly  charged  with  the  acquisition  and  supervision  of  wildlife 
refuges,  both  at  Washington  and  the  local  level,  and  that  the  committee  would 
expect  a  report  from  the  respective  departments  on  the  progress  of  such  coopera¬ 
tion.  Is  my  understanding  about  that  correct? 

Mr.  Whitten.  May  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  we  do  so  expect.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  are  very  much  interested  in 
protecting  the  areas  in  which  this  wildlife  originates  for  the  good  of  the  whole 
country.  We  have,  in  our  dealings  with  the  Department,  urged  in  every  way 
that  we  felt  we  could,  to  cooperate  fully  in  preserving  these  sites  and  we  did  that 
quite  seriously.  After  advising  with  the  gentleman,  knowing  of  his  interest 
as  well  as  the  interest  of  many  others,  we  do  expect  to  follow  it  and  ask  them 
to  report  to  us  as  to  their  progress  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I  might  say  it  makes  it  easy  for  me,  a 
city  Congressman,  to  support  this  portion  of  the  appropriation  bill.  I  would 
ask  one  further  question  of  the  gentleman,  calling  his  attention  to  page  12,  line 
20  through  line  25,  of  H.R.  7175.  That  section  relates  to  eligibility  require¬ 
ments  for  existing  practices,  and  asks  that  they  be  not  changed.  Is  my  under¬ 
standing  correct  that  under  this  proviso  the  county  ACP  committees  would  not 
be  expected  to  approve  practices  inconsistent  with  the  observations  on  page  18 
of  the  report  which  I  just  read,  namely,  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
cooperate  fully  in  protecting  these  lands  for  wildlife  refuges? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  would  have  to  answer  the  gentleman  by  saying  that,  by  our 
statement  here,  we  do  not  mean  to  repeal  any  provisions  of  the  law  nor  do  we 
mean  to  impose  a  restriction  on  any  particular  area.  These  provisions  that 
the  gentleman  has  mentioned  were  put  in  because  2  years  ago  efforts  were  made 
throughout  the  country  to  eliminate  certain  practices  which  had  been  approved. 
I  would  like  to  say  on  the  point  that  the  gentleman  makes,  we  would  again  call 
on  the  Department  to  fully  cooperate  to  the  fullest  possible  extent  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior.  Certainly  there  is  no  intention  here  to  force  the  use 
of  any  practices  that  can  be  kept  in  the  national  catalog. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin’s  support  of  my  legislation. 
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Mr.  Poage.  We  have  with  us  our  colleague  from  Michigan,  Mr. 
Dingell.  We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  you  now.  We  appreciate  your 
coming  'before  the  committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
merely  come  to  support  the  principles  of  the  bills  being  heard  here 
this  morning  by  your  subcommittee.  I  do  want  to  express  my  sincere 
appreciation  to  the  chairman  and  to  the  members  for  the  privilege  of 
being  with  you  this  morning. 

I  have  long  been  interested  in  the  problem  of  conserving  our  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl,  as  have  a  number  of  members  of  this  subcommittee. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  for  his 
interest  in  this  subject,  and  for  his  help,  for  his  acceptance  of  the 
amendments  to  accomplish,  generally,  these  same  purposes  as  embodied 
in  the  legislation  before  the  subcommittee  this  morning,  on  the  floor, 
and  to  tell  him  how  hopeful  I  am  and  all  of  the  conservationists  in 
this  country  are  that  legislation  of  this  sort  will  be  adopted  by  the 
Congress  and  that  this  committee  will  act  on  the  legislation  pending 
before  it  or  some  substantially  similar  measure. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  distinguished  member  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  who  has  sponsored  one  of  the  bills 
before  this  subcommittee,  and  to  say  I  am  well  aware  of  his  good 
works  on  behalf  of  the  migratory  waterfowl,  and  in  the  interests  of 
conservation.  A  number  of  his  bills  have  come  before  my  subcom¬ 
mittee,  and  many  of  them  have  been  favorably  considered. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  now  coming  to  grips  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  which  we  have  had  in  drainage.  As  the  chairman  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  will  recall  I  have  been  quite  vocal  on  this 
subject  on  the  floor  on  several  occasions. 

One  of  my  committees,  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries,  handles  this  problem  of  wildlife  conservation.  We  were 
so  impressed  with  the  desperate  situation  in  which  our  wildlife  finds 
itself  today  that  we  reported  out,  and  the  House  passed  unanimously 
a  bill  to  provide  for  $150  million  loan  without  interest  to  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  fund  to  acquire  additional  refuge  lands. 

The  migratory  waterfowl  of  this  country  are  at  this  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  very  desperate  straits.  There,  probably,  will  be  a  duck 
season  this  year,  but,  probably,  the  most  limited  and  curtailed  kind, 
with  a  substantially  reduced  bag  limit.  If  we  have  another  year  or 
two  of  drought  in  our  prairie  States  and  in  the  prairie  Provinces  of 
Canada  it  may  very  well  be  that  some  of  the  species  now  approach¬ 
ing  danger  of  extinction  will,  actually,  pass  that  threshold,  going 
toward  oblivion.  It  may  very  well  be  that  we  will  have,  in  the  next 
year  or  so,  if  the  present  cycles  and  trends  continue,  to  absolutely 
discontinue  the  migratory  bird  season  which  we  have  in  this  country 
and  which  so  many  of  our  people  enjoy. 

We  do  not  seek  by  this  legislation  to  halt  the  drainage  of  wet  lands. 
We  seek  only  to  have  them  conducted  in  a  way  which  will  preserve 
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another  vital  and  desperately  needed  resource.  We  do  not  seek  by 
this  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  deny  farmers  the  opportunity  to 
conduct  their  affairs  on  their  own  land  in  the  way  which  they  see  fit. 

We  seek  to  establish  a  balanced  public  policy,  that  Federal  funds 
will  not  be  used  to  stimulate  drainage  which  has  an  adverse  effect  on 
another  Government  program  which  this,  that  is,  the  migratory  water- 
fowl  conservation  program,  handled  in  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  And  I  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  have  consistenly  sup¬ 
ported  and  voted  for  legislation  reported  out  by  this  committee,  al¬ 
though  I  have  a  big  city  district.  I  hope  that  i  will  be  able  to  con¬ 
tinue  this  record.  I  am  'hopeful  that  this  committee  will  act  favorably 
and  vigorously  on  this  legislation  so  that  we  can  secure  enactment  of 
some  legislation  in  this  field  during  this  session. 

I  want  to  express  my  thanks  to  the  chairman  and  the  members  for  the 
privilege  of  being  with  you  this  morning  and  expressing  very  briefly 
to  you  my  views  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions?  If  not,  we  are  very  much 
i  obliged  to  you  for  coming  here.  We  are  glad  to  have  had  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  other  Members  of  Congress  present  who 
want  to  be  heard  in  favor  of  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  do  not  want  to  oppose  the  bill.  I  do  want  to  offer 
some  suggestions  as  to  what  should  be  contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  round  out  this  part  of  it  first,  if  you  please. 
Are  there  any  other  members  who  favor  the  bill?  Now,  it  would  be 
our  normal  procedure,  to  complete  the  presentation  of  the  hearing  on 
the  bills,  first  to  hear  those  in  favor  of  it,  and,  also,  to  hear  our  col¬ 
leagues  who  may  be  opposed  to  it  or  who  have  some  statement  to 
offer.  Our  other  witnesses,  I  am  sure,  will  understand  the  situation. 

We  will  hear  now  from  Mr.  Breeding. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  J.  FLOYD  BREEDING,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Breeding.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  would  like  to  make 
myself  known  as  being  in  favor  of  this  bill. 

I  want  to  state  here  now  that  I  join  in  support  of  this  legislation. 
|  Nobody  likes  to  hunt  ducks  and  geese  and  also  to  protect  wildlife  any 
more  than  I  do.  Certainly,  I  have  been  interested  in  the  conservation 
program  for  wildlife  for  many  years.  I  have  done  a  lot  of  work  in 
my  own  State  and  on  my  own  farm,  for  conservation  measures  for 
wildlife.  And  this  time  I  am  going  to  state  my  position  again  in 
favor  of  this  legislation. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Breeding.  Are  there  any  questions  of 
Mr.  Breeding?  We  are  glad  to  have  had  your  statement  on  this  sub¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Breeding. 

Does  anybody  else  want  to  make  a  statement  in  favor  of  this  bill, 
any  Member  of  Congress?  We  will  now  be  glad  to  hear  from  Mr. 
Andersen  of  Minnesota. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CARL  H.  ANDERSEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MINNESOTA 

Mr.  Andersen.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,. 

I  represent  42,000  farmers  directly  interested  in  this  particular  legis¬ 
lation.  My  district  is  in  the  center  of  the  proposed  area  affected  by 
the  bill.  That  is  why  I  am  here  today. 

None  of  the  gentlemen  introducing  bills  so  far  as  I  know  are  from 
western  Minnesota  or  the  Dakotas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  bill,  whatever  legislation  you  do  pass 
out,  should  define  clearly  what  is  a  pothole.  Wli at  is  a  pothole  ?  We 
have  no  definition  of  a  pothole. 

I  have  on  my  farm  illustrations  of  what  happens  to  be  potholes  and, 
also,  illustrations  of  what  happen  to  be  natural  habitats  for  wildlife. 

I  do  not  object  to  any  department  coming  in  and  saying  to  me,  “Carl, 
here  are  T  acres  of  slough  that  you  should  never  drain.”  I  could  agree 
with  them,  but  if  they  should  tell  me  that  I  would  not  be  permitted 
to  drain  one-half  acre  or  an  acre  of  standing  water,  occasionally,  in  a  | 
pothole,  in  the  middle  of  the  cultivated  field,  so  that  my  tractors  could 
farm  that  particular  40  or  80  acres  from  one  end  to  the  other  without 
interruption  and  if  their  reasoning  was  because  of  the  fact  that, 
perhaps,  a  few  ducks  could  nest  there  in  that  one-half  acre  of  water, 
which  might  not  even  stay  throughout  the  summer,  then  I  think  they 
would  be  wrong. 

On  my  farm  for  years  I  have  raised  about  500  or  1,000  pheasants. 

I  have  never  put  a  sign  on  the  farm  to  keep  hunters  out. 

I  have  deer  on  my  farm.  We  have  three  or  four  new  little  deer 
families  every  spring.  It  is  a  natural  habitat  for  them.  I  do  not 
object  to  their  being  there.  I  know  that  they  do  a  little  damage  to 
my  corn. 

I  have  shot  ducks  before  some  of  these  gentlemen  were  born.  I 
know  what  hunting  is. 

And  as  one  of  the  originators  of  conservation  reserve,  along  with 
.  Mr.  Marshall  in  the  Congress,  I  believe  my  record  is  proof  of  my  in¬ 
terest  and  efforts  in  conservation.  I  also  started  the  small  watershed 
pilot  protection  program  in  1954,  along  with  Mr.  Hope  when  I  was 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,  so  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  need  for  me  to  add  anything  further  at  this  time  about  | 
my  interest  in  conservation. 

But  I  do  not  want  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  our  ACP  Com¬ 
mittee,  as  such,  to  be  in  interminable  wrangling  with  the  Sport  Fish¬ 
eries  and  Wildlife  Service  as  to  what  constitutes  rightful  authority. 

I  have  had  the  unfortunate  experience  with  the  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  my  district — unfortunate  to  conservationists.  In 
the  Ten  Mile  Water  Creek  in  Yellow  Medicine  County,  Minn.,  com¬ 
posed  of  50,000  acres  of  land,  it  was  proposed  to  make  that  a  small 
watershed  protection  program.  It  was  well  on  the  way. 

We  had  consultations  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  worked  out 
a  plan  whereby  3,500  acres  of  that  particular  50,000  acres  could  not 
be  touched  by  drainage.  We  were  in  agreement. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  wanted  more.  The  conservation 
people  at  the  State  capital  at  that  time  wanted  more. 

What  happened  ?  These  farmers  became  discouraged.  They  went 
the  judicial  route.  And  now  all  3,500  acres  are  being  drained. 
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You  cannot  prevent  these  farmers  from  going  to  court  and  creating 
a  judicial  complaint,  I  have  seen  them  go  ahead  and  drain  any 
particular  area  they  might  wish. 

How  much  better  it  would  be — and  that  is  what  I  am  pleading 
with  you  people  about — to  have  moderation  in  this.  We  should  not 
give  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  through  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  the  right  to  autocratically  say,  “no,  you  cannot  give  a 
farmer  a  little  assistance  in  creating  a  waterway  that  he  needs  on  his 
farm.” 

Who  is  going  to  pay  the  expense  of  all  of  that,  chasing  around 
to  determine  whether  or  not  these  so-called  potholes  should  be  drained 
or  not,  gentlemen? 

I  think  at  present  we  have  wonderful  relations  between  the  farmers 
in  my  district  and  the  conservation  people.  I  know  I  do  on  my  farm. 
I  think  it  woidd  be  very  unwise  to  pass  any  legislation  before  clearly 
defining  exactly  what  is  a  “pothole.”  If  you  will  say,  “well,  it  is 
at  least  2  acres  of  water  that  stands  throughout  the  summer,”  I 
would  be  inclined  to  agree  with  you  that  we  should  not  be  permitted 
to  drain  that,  but  if  it  is  a  little  patch  of  water  that  stands  in  to 
the  middle  of  June  and  drys  up,  and  keeps  5  or  6  acres  around  there 
wet  so  that  you  cannot  get  anywhere  near  with  a  tractor,  I  say  then 
it  should  be  drained. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  will  be  delighted  to,  sir. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  brought  up  that  same  question  with 
our  ACP  committee  of  Wisconsin.  They  told  me  that  as  far  as 
they  were  concerned  this  year  the  only  drainage  they  were  allowing 
were  potholes  which  were  dried  up  by  the  1st  of  June.  I  think  that 
maybe  Mr.  Andersen  has  presented  a  good  definition  of  a  pothole. 

Mr.  Poage.  There  is  no  reference  to  the  word  “pothole”  in  the  bill. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  belaboring  something  which  is  not  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Andersen.  You  might  call  it  the  drainage  areas. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  wetlands. 

Mr.  Andersen.  What  constitutes  wetlands.  We  have  in  northern 
Minnesota  thousands  and  thousands  of  acres  of  wetlands  that  should 
be  kept  as  a  refuge.  That  is  where  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  people 
should  try  to  develop  nesting  places  for  ducks,  instead  of  coming 
down  and  taking  the  land  of  the  farmers  on  the  42,000  farms  in  my 
district  and  preventing  them  from  properly  farming  their  farms.  I 
am  willing  to  cooperate,  but  I  have  found  these  people  throughout 
the  years — and  I  am  sorry  to  say  this — very  autocratic  in  my  area 
of  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Will  you  yield  again  ? 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  just  want  to  ask  that  if  there  were 
a  definition  of  wetlands  in  the  bill,  as  you  suggested,  would  that  meet 
your  objections? 

Mr.  Andersen.  That  would  go  a  long  way  towards  meeting  my 
objections  to  legislation  of  this  nature.  I  think  it  is  essential  that 
we  have  a  clearer  line  of  delineation  between  authorities  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  people  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 
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Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  All  of  the  testimony  we  have  listened  to  this  morn¬ 
ing  seems  to  imply  that  this  legislation  was  directed  towards  the 
flyways  which  are,  perhaps,  in  the  midcontinent  area.  The  bill  does 
not  make  any  such  reference.  The  bill  says  any  wetlands  in  the 
United  States  if  I  read  it  correctly.  That  is  the  way  this  bill  is 
written. 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  think  that  Mr.  Reuss  will  agree  with  me,  Chair¬ 
man,  that  in  bills  he  has  introduced,  or  amendments  he  has  proposed 
he  has  named  definitely  the  counties,  including  those  of  the  Seventh 
Congressional  District  of  Minnesota  which  he  wants  to  do  something 
about.  So  I  cannot  believe  that  it  is  not  my  area  and  eastern  south- 
eastern  North  Dakota  that  are  being  affected  by  this  bill. 

Mr.  McIntire.  That  was  not  my  point.  My  point  was  that  the 
language  of  this  bill  means  each  individual  farm  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Andersen.  May  I  recall  Mr.  Reuss’  testimony  which  I  believe 
today  mentioned  the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota,  Mr.  Chairman  ?  I  am 
assuming  that  this  legislation  is  based  mainly  upon  that  part  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Well,  this  may  be  where  some  of  the  problem  arises 
in  the  minds  of  some,  but,  certainly,  the  subcommittee  has  to  consider 
this  bill  as  applying  to  every  single  farm  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Andersen.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McIntire.  And  if  I  read  it  correctly,  in  my  view  it  would  not 
only  apply  to  those  practices  for  which  there  would  be  some  payment 
under  the  programs  which  are  set  up  by  the  county  and  State  com¬ 
mittees,  but  this  would,  also,  apply  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  district,  because  of  the  technical  assistance  mentioned  in 
the  bill.  Am  I  wrong  in  this?  That  this  does  apply  to  the  SCS  on 
the  farms,  the  services  which  are  provided  under  that  program? 

Mr.  Andersen.  As  I  understand,  Mr.  McIntire,  the  bill  prohibits 
the  expenditure  of  any  money  by  SCS  in  technical  assistance  in  cases 
of  this  nature,  unless  these  areas  have  previously  been  cleared  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Under  my  bill,  unless  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  puts  in  their  objection  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  to  ask  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  if  they  have  sent  the  information  over  to  them. 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  think  that  your  bill  is  a  vast  improvement  over 
efforts  on  the  floor  just  to  do  something  without  carefully  thinking 
the  matter  out. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  mentioned  that  in  my  testimony.  In 
this  way  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  not  be  tied  up  until 
the  Department  of  Interior  acted.  If  they  do  not  act,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  proceeds,  as  it  has  in  the  past. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Am  I  correct  in  my  thought  here  that  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides  through  the  ACP  and  the  SCS  program - 

Mr.  Andersen.  The  SCS  works  very  closely  with  the  other  people, 
but  the  SCS  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  a  whole,  Mr. 
Chairman,  do  not  encourage  the  draining  of  any  land  that  3  out  of  5 
years  is  what  you  call  normal  wetland.  I  have  never  known  the 
ACP  or  the  SCS  to  advocate  anything  of  that  nature. 
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I  want  to  say  this,  I  think  our  Department  of  Agriculture  is  doing 
a  splendid  job  in  this  whole  matter,  as  good  as  they  can  under  the 
circumstances.  Excuse  me  for  interrupting  you. 

Mr.  McIntire.  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  Andersen.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion  I  ask  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  please  define  just  what  they  mean  by  “wet  lands.”  I  mean,  the 
extent  of  such.  I  also  ask  that  the  farmer  affected  be  given  some 
avenue  of  appeal  on  any  decision  as  to  whether  or  not  lie  must  drain 
his  land.  And  please,  Mr.  Chairman,  take  very  seriously  into  con¬ 
sideration  just  how  far  can  we  permit  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior — one  Department —  to  interfere  with  the  operations  of  another 
Department,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  whose  appropriations 
I  have  been  instrumental  for  about  18  years  in  furthering  in  this 
Congress. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Dole  wants  to  ask  you  a  question. 

Mr.  Dole.  I  wonder  if  you  would  suggest  a  definition  for  “wet 
lands?”  Do  you  have  a  definition?  I  wondered  if  you  might  have 
one. 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  would  say  that  “wet  lands”  should,  first  constitute 
lands  that  4  out  of  5  years  have  standing  water  through  the  summer. 
If  a  pothole  on  my  land,  for  example,  has  standing  water  4  out  of  5 
years  I  would  consider  that  wet  lands.  I,  certainly,  would  not  attempt 
to  farm  it.  And  if  it  is  naturally  that  way  I  say  it  should  come  under 
the  purview  of  the  act.  I  should  say  in  my  case  where  I  have  this  7- 
acre  slough,  certainly,  I  have  kept  it  as  a  wildlife  preserve  on  my  own 
right.  That  is  where  I  raise  those  deer.  I  could  drain  it,  but  I 
would  have  quite  a  bit  of  expense  draining  it.  I  have  plenty  of  land. 
I  do  not  attempt  to  drain  it.  We  raise,  again  I  reiterate,  somewhere 
around  500  to  1,000  pheasants  every  year  on  my  little  piece  of  land. 
We  are  helping  the  wildlife  people,  but  we  must  keep  moderation  in 
the  whole  thing  or,  otherwise,  you  gentlemen  from  the  East  and  from 
the  Chicago  area  will  not  be  welcome  to  my  part  of  the  country.  I 
do  not  want  to  see  that  happen.  Years  ago  it  was  like  that.  Today 
we  have  a  pretty  good  feeling  throughout  our  section.  I  want  to  keep 
it  that  way. 

I  do  not  think  I  have  to  apologize  to  anybody  for  my  conservation 
theories.  My  record  is  well  known.  I  am  just  talking  to  you  very 
frankly. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Andersen.  Are  there  any  further 
questions  ? 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Andersen  that  wet 
lands  should  be  defined  in  the  bill,  if  it  is  necessary.  I  will  take  that 
up  with  the  Agriculture  Department’s  witnesses. 

Mr.  Andersen.  If  you  will  make  a  definition  that  will  be  reason¬ 
able,  Mr.  Johnson — if  you  will  protect  the  interests  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  in  its  dealings  with  a  sometimes  autocratic  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  then  I  say  “Amen,”  to  your  bill.  Thank  you  again. 

Mr.  Gathings.  I  would  like  to  commend  the  gentleman  for  his  con¬ 
sistent  work  in  behalf  of  the  American  farmer. 

Mr.  Andersen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gathings.  You  have  always  gone  down  the  line  for  them. 
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Mr.  Andersen.  I  want  to  commend  you  gentlemen  also  for  your 
good  work  in  behalf  of  them. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you. 

We  have  only  a  few  minutes  left.  I  have  some  statements  which 
I  have  been  requested  to  insert  into  the  record,  and  without  objection, 
I  will  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  letter  from  the  National  Wildlands  News,  dated  August  16, 
1961,  and  a  statement  by  Devereux  Butcher,  editor,  National  Wild¬ 
lands  News,  follows :) 

Seal  Harbor,  Maine, 

August  16, 1961. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit,  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  Poage:  Enclosed  herewith  is  a  carbon  of  our  statement 
for  the  printed  record  of  the  hearings  to  be  held  by  your  subcommittee  on  II. R. 
8520  on  August  18. 

I  have  sent  a  copy  to  the  clerk  of  the  committee  with  the  request  that  this  brief 
supporting  statement  be  included  in  the  record.  You  may  be  sure  that  if  you 
would  be  so  kind  as  to  bring  our  approval  of  the  bill  to  the  attention  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  we  would  be  most  grateful  to  you.  We  feel  this  is  extremely  im¬ 
portant  legislation ;  that  it  must  be  enacted  into  law  if  our  vanishing  water- 
fowl  is  to  be  saved,  and  we  want  to  give  its  enactment  all  the  help  we  can. 

You  may  be  familiar  with  the  News,  but  in  case  not,  I  am  sending  a  copy 
to  you  for  your  inspection  under  separate  cover. 

It  may  be  too  late  to  report  the  hearing  in  our  October  issue,  which  is  now 
almost  ready  to  be  sent  to  the  printer,  but  if  you  should  care  to  jot  down  any 
comments  about  it  and  rush  them  to  me,  I  shall  see  what  I  can  do. 

Sincerely, 


Devereux  Butcher. 


Statement  of  Devereux  Butcher,  Editor,  National  Wildlands  News 


The  editors  of  National  Wildlands  News,  a  monthly  paper  with  nationwide  cir¬ 
culation,  are  glad  to  support  H.R.  8520.  We  have  deplored  for  years  the  incon¬ 
sistency  of  one  Federal  agency  helping  farmers  to  destroy  waterfowl  habitat, 
while  another  Federal  agency  is  trying  to  preserve  such  habitat,  and  we  con¬ 
sider  this  legislation  long  overdue.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  save  our 
vanishing  waterfowl  populations  now.  The  purpose  of  H.R.  8520  is  plain  com- 
monsense,  and  we  urge  the  subcommittee  to  report  the  bill  favorably  to  the 
whole  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  in  the  audience  who  wants  to  insert  a 
statement?  If  not,  then  we  will  next  hear  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Young. 


STATEMENT  OP  GLADWIN  E.  YOUNG,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR, 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  PRED  RIT¬ 
CHIE,  ASSISTANT  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR,  AND  LAWRENCE  V. 
COMPTON,  HEAD  BIOLOGIST,  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE,  U.S. 
DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Young.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  welcomes  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  your  committee  to  discuss  H.R.  8520  which  would  prescribe 
procedures  for  approval  of  agreements  to  furnish  financial  and  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  agricultural  drainage. 

We  offer  no  objections  to  the  bill  under  interpretations  we  set  forth 
in  this  statement. 
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We  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
recognizes  wildlife  as  a  valuable  asset.  Through  cooperative  pro¬ 
grams  with  farmers,  this  Department,  is  making  a  major  contribution 
to  the  conservation  and  development  of  wildlife  resources.  These  are 
positive  and  constructive  programs.  We  need  only  to  mention  (1) 
the  work  of  the  Forest  Service,  not  only  in  national  forests,  but  also 
the  nationwide  programs  of  farm  woodland  improvement  and  protec¬ 
tion  carried  out  cooperatively  with  States;  (2)  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers  over  the  last  25  years  to 
prepare  farm  conservation  plans  and  watershed  projects  with  provi¬ 
sions  for  practices  of  direct,  as  well  as  indirect,  benefit  to  wildlife, 
such  as  41/2  million  acres  of  wildlife  area  treatment,  39,000  miles  of 
windbreaks,  25,000  miles  of  hedgerows  and  8 y2  million  acres  of  range 
seeding;  (3)  the  conservation  practices  applied  on  retired  cropland 
under  the  conservation  reserve  program,  including  more  than  2  mil- 
.  lion  acres  of  trees,  19  million  acres  of  permanent  vegetative  cover,  over 
*  300,000  acres  of  annual  feed  and  cover  crops  for  wildlife,  and  over 
7,500  acres  of  cropland  converted  to  marshland  management  for  wild¬ 
life;  and  (4)  the  tremendous  contributions  to  wildlife  that  have  come 
from  the  application  of  conservation  practices  by  farmers  with  ACP 
cost  sharing  assistance  which  include  among  others  1.7  million  water 
storage  reservoirs,  3  million  acres  of  tree  and  shrub  plantings,  7  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  timberstand  improvement,  and  775  million  acres  of  vege¬ 
tative  cover  established  or  improved  during  the  past  25  years. 

At  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  new  language  is 
included  in  the  1962  Appropriation  Act  to  provide  ACP  financial  as¬ 
sistance  for  practices  where  the  direct  benefits  are  for  wildlife.  This 
means  that  beginning  with  the  1962  program,  county  and  State  ASC 
committees  can  share  with  farmers  the  cost  of  practices  that  are  of 
direct  benefit  to  wildlife  conservation  while  at  the  same  time  provide 
other  soil  and  water  conservation  benefits.  Under  this  authority  fi¬ 
nancial  and  technical  assistance  will  be  given  to  farmers  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  or  restoration  of  shallow  water  areas  for  wildlife,  for 
constructing  ponds  and  dams  for  wildlife,  for  wildlife  cover  and  food 
plots  and  other  practices  that  will  enhance  wildlife  in  a  particular 
|  county  or  State. 

Mr.  Poage.  May  I  just  ask  this  question?  Is  it  now  the  policy  of 
the  Department  to  pay  people  to  undo  what  you  paid  them  to  do 
within  the  last  10  years  ? 

Mr.  Young.  I  would  hope  that  is  not  right.  This  would  be  an  in¬ 
consistent  policy. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  asking  if  in  connection  with  this  program  you  are 
telling  us  about,  that  you  requested  funds  from  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  pay  farmers  to  undo  what  you  paid  them  to  do  within 
the  last  10  years. 

Mr.  Young.  May  I  ask  Mr.  Ritchie  from  ACP  to  answer  that 
question  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ritchie.  The  ACP  offer  to  help  restore  a  wetland  area  in  my 
opinion  could  only  apply  to  one  we  had  drained,  if  it  was  now  found 
by  the  farmer  to  be  improper  drainage  that  should  not  have  been 
done. 
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Mr.  Poage.  That  is  not  my  question  at  all.  Are  you  going  to  help 
these  people  restore  water  to  land  where  you  helped  them  get  the 
water  off  ?  That  is  what  I  want  to  know. 

Mr.  Ritchie.  I  do  not  think  that  we  will  do  that,  except  that  there 
may  conceivably  be  a  situation  where  the  drainage  that  was  put  in 
was  improperly  put  in  and  should  not  have  been  done,  and  the  f  armer 
now  recognizes  that  and  everyone  else  recognizes  it.  We  have  not  re¬ 
stricted  the  county  committee  from  helping  him  to  restore  that  land 
to  a  wetland  area.  If  the  drainage  was  successful  and  it  is  good, 
usable  land,  we  are  sure  that  neither  the  farmer  nor  the  committee 
would  want  to  use  this  authority  to  put  it  back  into  wet  lands. 

Mr.  Poage.  May  I  say,  without  prejudice  to  the  bill  before  us,  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  think  that  there  ought  to  be  any  judgment  on  the  merits 
of  this  bill,  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  engage  in 
the  practice  of  paying  people  to  undo  what  the  same  Department  of 
Agriculture  paid  them  to  do,  then  do  not  ask  us  to  bail  you  out.  You 
have  got  to  have  some  consistency  in  your  policy,  and  not  to  pay  them 
to  undo  the  things  that  you  paid  them  to  do. 

Mr.  Ritchie.  We,  certainly,  would  not  want  to  be  inconsistent  in 
that  respect.  Where  we  have  helped  the  farmer  drain,  either  with 
SCS  technical  service  or  other  assistance,  it  would  not  be  our  intention 
to  indiscriminately  let  him  have  help  in  restoring  that  land  to  a  wet¬ 
land  area. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  want  to  be  responsible  for  it.  I  invite  you  to 
come  down  to  my  district  and  explain  this  change  of  policy  and  I 
hope  that  you  will  accept  my  invitation  publicly  now. 

Mr.  Young.  We  will  accept  that  invitation. 

Wildlife  as  we  know  it  in  the  United  States  is  largely  an  agri¬ 
cultural  crop.  Like  other  agricultural  crops,  its  welfare  rests  mainly 
in  the  hands  of  farmers  and  ranchers.  More  than  half  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  total  land  area  is  in  farms  and  ranches  and  they  produce  most 
of  the  wildlife  for  hunters  to  shoot  at  or  for  others  to  see  and  enjoy. 
Our  present  abundance  of  agricultural  wildlife  is  due  in  large  part  to 
the  soil,  water,  and  woodland  conservation  programs  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  assists  landowners  to  carry  out. 

We  would  emphasize  strongly  that  wildlife  production  and  efficient 
productive  farming  are  not  incompatible.  They  do  exist  side  by 
side. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  an  area  of  conflict  on  some  farms  between 
maximum  use  of  land  for  waterfowl  production  and  profitable  farm 
income.  Decisions  about  this  conflict  in  use  of  land  and  water  rests  en¬ 
tirely  with  the  landowners.  Whether  to  drain  land  to  increase  farm 
income  is  a  decision  that  can  be  made  only  by  each  farmer. 

The  area  of  controversy  about  drainage  that  has  reached  public 
attention  involves  drainage  assistance  given  by  ACP  and  SCS  to  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  prairie  pothole  areas  of  Minnesota,  North  Dakota,  and 
South  Dakota. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  POLICY  ON  DRAINAGE 

The  policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  respect  to  drain¬ 
age  is  based  on  the  principle  that  it  is  possible  and  it  is  necessary 
for  waterfowl  production  and  efficient  farming  to  exist  side  by  side. 
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It  is  based  on  the  fact  that  national  policy  has  given  definition  to 
public  interest  in  both  efficient  fanning  and  wildlife.  A  solution  to 
conflict  between  these  two  major  uses  of  land  cannot  be  found,  there¬ 
fore,  merely  by  giving  one  type  of  use  complete  priority  over  the 
other. 

A  condensed  statement  of  Department  policies  for  providing  drain¬ 
age  assistance  is  included  in  a  memorandum  issued  February  21, 1957, 
by  the  Administrators  of  SCS  and  of  the  ACP,  “Guidelines  for  Ap¬ 
plying  Policies  in  Drainage  and  Biology  in  the  Pothole  Section  of 
Minnesota,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota.”  A  copy  of  that  memo¬ 
randum  is  attached  to  this  statement.  It  is  still  in  force  as  the  basic 
policy  statement  of  the  Department. 

This  policy  is  essentially  this:  Federal  funds  will  not  be  used  to 
assist  in  draining  land  for  the  purpose  of  developing  new  farms  nor 
for  the  primary  purpose  of  bringing  new  land  into  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  The  Department  does  assist  farmers  to  improve  their  operat¬ 
ing  efficiency  by  helping  them  to  apply  improved  farming  practices, 
including  drainage  of  existing  crop  and  pasture  land  whenever  such 
drainage  will  contribute  to  improvement  of  efficiency  on  individual 
farms.  Specific  instructions  to  Department  field  offices  direct  that  in 
giving  assistance  for  the  installation  of  drainage  systems,  due  consid¬ 
eration  shall  be  given  to  the  maintenance  of  wildlife  habitat.  Soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  and  ASC  committees  are  encouraged  to  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  wildlife  in  planning  soil  and  water  conservation  practices. 
Anyone  who  has  observed  the  tremendous  beneficial  effects  of  soi]  and 
water  conservation  work  on  farms  could  not  help  but  be  impressed 
with  the  beneficial  effects  such  practices  have  had  on  wildlife. 

Provisions  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program  limit  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  for  drainage  to  land,  based  on  actual  recent  use; 
that  is,  cropland  devoted  to  the  production  of  cultivated  crops  or  crops 
normally  seeded  as  hay  or  pasture  in  the  area.  Generally  land  must 
have  a  history  of  such  past  use  for  at  least  2  of  the  5  years  preceding 
that  in  which  the  practice  is  applied.  However,  in  the  States  of  North 
Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota,  recognizing  the  special  condi¬ 
tions  there  regarding  wildlife  habitat,  this  eligibility  requirement  for 
drainage  has  been  increased  by  the  State  and  county  ASC  committees 
to  3  out  of  the  last  5  years. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  efforts  to  implement  these  policies  have 
been  sincere  and  have  been  generally  successful.  There  is  no  question 
either  that  some  drainage  has  been  carried  out  that  neither  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  staff  nor  Wildlife  staff  wanted  to  see  drained.  The  wildlife 
interests  have  bean  seriously  handicapped  in  not  having  a  positive 
program  of  wildlife  improvement  to  supplement  the  efforts  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

In  recognition  of  this,  a  special  cooperative  effort  has  been  made 
during  the  past  year  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  review  re¬ 
quests  for  drainage  in  the  prairie  pothole  area  and  to  report  to  the 
county  ASC  committees  those  cases  where  drainage  would  be  harmful 
to  waterfowl. 

While  this  has  not  been  more  than  a  pilot  effort,  it  does  give  some 
basis  for  judging  the  expansion  of  essentially  this  same  procedure 
through  legislative  direction  as  proposed  in  H.R.  8520. 
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It  is  not  possible  nor  is  it  necessary  to  try  to  recite  here  all  the  steps 
taken  to  implement  the  Department’s  policies  of  trying  to  deal  equi¬ 
tably  with  requests  for  drainage  assistance.  It  is  important,  however, 
for  the  record  to  show  not  only  that  definite  restrictions  against  drain¬ 
age  are  applied  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  when  major  wildlife 
values  are  involved,  but  also  to  show  that  a  positive  program  of  wild¬ 
life  improvement  is  promoted  with  farmers  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  when  helping  them  with  drainage  problems. 

EXISTING  PROVISION  OF  LAW  WHICH  PROHIBITS  THE  SECRETARY  FROM 
MAKING  RESTRICTIVE  CHANGES  IN  ACP 

For  the  1959  and  subsequent  programs,  the  language  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act  has  provided  that  no  change  shall  be  made  in  the  ACP 
which  will  have  the  effect  in  any  county  of  restricting  eligibility  re¬ 
quirements  or  cost  sharing  on  practices  included  in  specified  prior 
years  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county 
committee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee.  This  has  the  effect 
of  continuing  any  practice  which  was  contained  in  a  county  program 
in  the  specified  base  period  unless  the  county  ASC  committee  and 
State  ASC  committee  recommended  its  elimination  or  change.  With 
respect  to  drainage  this  means  that  the  Department  at  the  national 
level  does  not  have  the  authority  to  make  the  eligibility  requirements 
for  drainage  more  restrictive.  Neither  does  it  have  the  authority  to 
deny  assistance  for  drainage  practices. 

PROVISIONS  OF  H.R.  8  5  20 

H.R.  8520,  as  we  interpret  it,  would  vest  in  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  the  authority  to  interpose  a  denial  of  financial  and  technical 
assistance  for  drainage  under  programs  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  a  specifically  identified  drainage  area  on  a 
farm  where  he  has  found  that  wildlife  preservation  would  be  ma¬ 
terially  harmed  by  such  drainage.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  would  make  such  a  finding  except  where  he  was 
certain  that  the  resultant  damage  to  wildlife  would  so  clearly  out¬ 
weigh  the  public  interest  in  the  conservation  and  use  of  the  land  as 
an  agricultural  resource  that  he  could  and  would  justify  to  local  people 
the  basis  for  his  action.  While  the  proposed  legislation  is  written  to 
apply  nationwide,  we  understand  that  the  problem  to  be  solved  is  con¬ 
fined  largely  to  the  prairie  pothole  areas  of  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Minnesota.  We  understand  also  that  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  if  enacted  would  not  delay  our  going  ahead  with  agreements 
for  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  areas  on  farms 
regarding  which  specific  adverse  findings  had  not  been  filed  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Unless  this  were  so,  our  conservation 
programs  would  come  to  a  halt  in  many  areas  and  on  many  farms 
where  drainage  would  not  in  any  way  be  detrimental  to  wildlife. 

Regardless  of  whether  this  bill  is  enacted,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  expects  to  continue  its  active  cooperation  with  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  find  workable  solutions  to  this  problem.  We  expect 
to  continue  to  promote  the  conservation  of  wildlife  and  to  gain  the 
cooperation  of  farmers  to  this  end.  Furthermore,  we  shall  expect  to 
make  effective  use  of  the  new  provision  for  cost  sharing  for  wildlife 
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practices.  We  shall  continue  to  restrict  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  for  drainage  to  lands  already  in  crops  and  deny  assistance  for 
bringing  new  land  into  crop  production.  We  shall  continue  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  value  of  wildlife  and  its  interrelationship  with  soil,  water, 
and  forest  conservation  on  the  farms  and  ranches  of  the  Nation.  We 
expect  wildlife  conservation  to  continue  to  occupy  a  prominent  place  in 
the  program  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  shall  look  forward  to  an  expanded  positive  program  of  wildlife 
improvement  that  will  not  impose  on  farmers  the  costs  and  sacrifices 
of  maintaining  wildlife  for  the  sportsmen  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you.  I  notice  that  you  have  an  attachment  to 
your  paper,  do  you  desire  to  have  that  made  a  part  of  the  record? 

Mr.  Young.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record 
at  this  point. 

(The  document  entitled  “Biology  Memorandum  SCS-3,  dated  Feb¬ 
ruary  21, 1957,  follows :) 

BIOL-3 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
Washington,  D.C. 

February  21,  1957. 

Biology  memorandum  SCS-3 

To:  SCS  Conservationists,  Minnesota,  South  Dakota,  and  North  Dakota;  and 
Chairman,  ASC  State  Committee. 

From :  D.  A.  Williams,  Administrator,  SCS ;  and  P.  M.  Roger,  Administrator, 
CPS. 

Subject :  Guidelines  for  Applying  Policies  in  Drainage  and  Biology  in  the  Pothole 
Section  of  Minnesota,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota. 

This  memorandum  is  applicable  in  those  soil  conservation  districts  and  coun¬ 
ties  of  Minnesota  and  the  Dakotas  in  which  potholes  occur.  It  establishes  guide¬ 
lines  for  use  by  SCS  work  unit  and  area  personnel  in  making  decisions  regarding 
extending  assistance  in  drainage  under  SCS  Administrator’s  Memorandums  98 
and  102,  and  provides  information  for  State  and  county  ASC  committees  since 
in  some  cases  they  may  ultimately  be  called  on  to  make  decisions  in  some  of  these 
cases.  In  using  the  guidelines,  close  cooperation  must  be  maintained  between 
SCS,  the  ASC  county  committee  and  the  supervisors  of  the  soil  conservation 
district. 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 

The  following  background  information  is  important  to  the  understanding  and 
application  of  the  guidelines : 

1.  Work  unit  and  area  personnel  of  SCS  are  required  to  decide  in  accordance 
with  applicable  Department  policy,  whether  requested  assistance  should  or  should 
not  be  extended  in  the  drainage  of  particular  wetland  sites.  Among  the  problems 
arising  in  making  such  decisions  are : 

(a)  How  to  appraise  the  primary  purpose  in  draining  the  site. 

( 1) )  How  to  discharge  Service  objectives  and  policies  in  regard  to  wildlife 
as  stated  in  Administrator’s  Memorandums  98  and  102. 

( c )  How  to  discharge  Service  responsibilities  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program. 

2.  The  policy  of  the  Department  with  respect  to  drainage  is  essentially  this : 
Federal  funds  will  not  be  used  to  assist  in  draining  land  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
veloping  new  farms  nor  for  the  primary  purpose  of  bringing  new  land  into  agri¬ 
cultural  production. 

( а)  SCS  Administrator’s  Memorandum  102  states :  “In  accord  with  the  current 
policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Service  will  not  provide  assistance 
to  cooperators  in  drainage,  the  primary  purpose  of  which  is  to  bring  additional 
land  into  agricultural  production.” 

(б)  Descriptions  of  drainage  practices  in  the  ACP  National  Bulletin  include 
the  limitations:  “No  Federal  cost-sharing  will  be  allowed  for  ditches  [systems], 
the  primary  purpose  of  which  is  to  bring  additional  land  into  agricultural  pro- 
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duction  *  *  *.  In  the  installation  of  drainage  systems,  due  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  the  maintenance  of  wildlife  habitat.” 

3.  The  Department  does  assist  farmers  in  improving  their  operating  efficiency 
by  helping  them  to  apply  improved  farming  practices,  including  drainage  of  ex¬ 
isting  crop  and  pasture  land  whenever  such  drainage  will  contribute  to  improve¬ 
ment  of  efficiency  on  individual  farms.  In  such  cases,  the  Department  provides 
technical  assistance  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  cost-sharing  assist¬ 
ance  is  available  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

(a)  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  several  responsibilities  in  regard  to  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  Among  these  is  the  responsibility  for  the 
technical  phases  of  the  drainage  practices.  This  responsibility  includes  deter¬ 
mining  whether  the  proposed  drainage  is  needed  and  practical.  It  also  includes 
determining  whether  the  primary  purpose  of  the  drainage  is  to  bring  additional 
land  into  agricultural  production  (see  par.  134  of  the  ACPS  Handbook). 

(&)  The  ACP  National  Bulletin  lists  seven  general  principles  which  are  the 
basis  upon  which  the  program  is  developed  and  carried  out.  Principle  6  states : 
“The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  help  achieve  additional  conservation  on  land 
now  in  agricultural  production  rather  than  to  bring  more  land  into  agricultural 
production.  The  program  is  not  applicable  to  the  development  of  new  or  addi¬ 
tional  farmland  as  a  result  of  drainage  *  * 

(e)  In  the  ACPS  Handbook  (par.  78)  the  limitation  regarding  the  bringing 
of  additional  land  into  agricultural  production  is  interpreted  as  follows :  “Gen¬ 
eral  program  principle  6  and  the  wording  of  some  practices  deal  with  bringing 
additional  land  into  agricultural  production.  It  probably  could  be  said  that  prac¬ 
tically  all  land  in  farms  and  ranches  is  in  agricultural  production  to  some  limited 
extent.  However,  the  application  of  such  an  interpretation  would  permit  the 
approval  of  practices  C-9,  C-10,  C-13,  and  C-14  on  woodland,  swampland,  open 
native  range,  desert  land,  and  similar  land  entirely  unproductive  except  in  the 
most  limited  sense.  Such  an  approach  would  make  the  provision  meaningless, 
The  drainage  of  such  land  or  the  bringing  of  such  land  under  irrigation  would 
be,  in  practical  effect,  the  bringing  of  additional  land  into  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.  No  inflexible  rule  would  likely  achieve  conformity  with  the  spirit  of  the 
sixth  general  program  principle  in  the  National  Bulletin  and  the  wording  of  the 
practices.  Accordingly,  in  approving  or  disapproving  requests  for  cost-sharing 
for  practices  to  which  the  limitation  applies,  county  committees  should  proceed 
on  the  basis  of  sound  judgment  applied  to  the  individual  cases.  As  a  general 
rule,  cultivated  cropland  would  be  eligible  as  would  land  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  tame  hay  crops.  As  to  swampland,  desert  land,  and  open  rangeland  pro¬ 
ducing  only  the  natural  growth  of  native  forage,  it  is  believed  that  such  land 
generally  would  not  qualify.  Also,  it  is  believed  that  land  which  has  been  farmed 
at  some  time  in  the  past  but  which  has  not  been  farmed  in  recent  years  *  *  * 
generally  would  not  qualify.” 

4.  The  conservation  reserve  program  provides  economic  returns  and  cost-shar¬ 
ing  for  retirement  from  cultivation  of  lands  eligible  for  this  program.  Practice 
G-2,  “Water  and  marsh  management  to  benefit  fish  and  wildlife,”  includes  “the 
development  of  shallow-water  areas  to  improve  habitat  for  waterfowl,  fur  ani¬ 
mals  and  other  wildlife  as  well  as  restoration  of  drained  areas  (formerly  marsh¬ 
land)  by  installing  earth  plugs  or  water  control  structures  in  drainage  ditches.” 
(When  accepting  assistance  on  Practice  G-2,  the  landowner  is  responsible  for 
conformity  with  applicable  State  laws  relating  to  obstructing  drainage  ditches.) 

5.  The  SCS  and  the  ACPS  recognize  wildlife  to  be  a  resource  of  national  im¬ 
portance.  One  of  the  stated  policies  in  biology  of  the  SCS  is :  “To  safeguard  the 
habitat  of  valued  wildlife  and  to  offset  or  reduce  damage  to  such  habitat  result¬ 
ing  from  changes  in  land  use  or  installation  of  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices.”  The  ACP  National  Bulletin  sets  up  the  qualification :  “In  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  drainage  systems,  due  consideration  shall  be  given  to  the  maintenance 
of  wildlife  habitat.” 

6.  The  landowner  or  operator  makes  the  decision  as  to  how  he  will  use  and  treat 
his  land  including  whether  he  will  apply  drainage  or  other  conservation  practices. 

Guidelines  for  Considering  Individual  Requests 

The  guidelines  which  follow  apply  to  Soil  Conservation  Service  technical  help, 
whether  the  request  is  one  referred  from  the  soil  conservation  district,  is  an 
application  for  ACP  cost-sharing,  or  is  both.  They  are  not  intended  as  inflexible 
rules  but  as  aids  in  judging  the  merits  of  each  case,  in  making  sound  decisions 
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as  to  whether  the  requested  assistance  will  or  will  not  be  extended,  and  in  plan¬ 
ning  for  the  maintenance  or  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat. 

In  judging  the  merits  of  each  case  of  an  area  proposed  for  drainage,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  circumstances  should  be  considered : 

(а)  Is  the  area  located  in  a  cultivated  field  or  is  it  in  a  field  of  permanent  or 
native  vegetation? 

( б )  Is  the  area  a  permanently  wet  one  ? 

(c)  In  what  manner  and  how  seriously  does  the  area  interfere  with  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  farming  operations  or  with  the  establishment  of  conservation  measures? 

(d)  If  the  area  can  be  cultivated  after  drainage,  what  will  be  the  relationship 
of  cost  of  drainage  to  early  return  from  crops? 

(e)  What  is  the  proportional  relationship  of  the  area  to  the  total  cultivated 
acreage  of  the  farm? 

It  is  rather  obvious  that  in  many  cases  where  the  drainage  of  potholes  and 
permanently  wet  areas  would  contribute  importantly  to  the  total  acreage  of 
cultivated  land  on  the  farm  or  for  which  the  cost  of  drainage  would  likely  be 
quickly  amortized  by  returns  from  cultivated  crops,  they  would  be  interpreted 
as  being  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  additional  land  into  production. 

Generally,  assistance  will  not  be  provided  for  drainage  of  the  following  kinds 
of  potholes  and  wet  areas  since  ordinarily  such  drainage  will  be  primarily  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  additional  land  into  agricultural  production  : 

1.  Potholes  and  wet  areas  in  fields  of  permanent  or  native  vegetation. 

2.  Potholes,  marshes,  sloughs,  swales  and  swamps,  characterized  by  such 
vegetation  as  rushes,  sedges,  cattails,  reed  grasses,  aquatic  trees  and  shrubs, 
and  associated  aquatic  plants. 

3.  Potholes  and  wet  areas  that  do  not  seriously  interfere  with  farming  opera¬ 
tions  or  with  the  establishment  of  conservation  practices  other  than  drainage. 

Requests  for  assistance  in  draining  the  above  kinds  of  wet  areas  may,  in  some 
cases,  represent  conditions  where  (a)  the  wet  area  is  in  the  line  of  a  ditch 
that  will  serve  cropland  at  a  higher  elevation,  or  (b)  the  presence  of  the  wet 
area  prevents  the  adoption  of  needed  conservation  practices.  Where  such  condi¬ 
tions  exist,  there  may  be  some  question  as  to  whether  the  primary  purpose  of 
the  proposed  drainage  is  to  bring  additional  land  into  agricultural  production. 
If  the  WUC  of  SCS  is  in  doubt  as  to  whether  furnishing  the  assistance  would 
be  proper,  he  will  take  one  of  the  following  actions : 

1.  If  the  request  is  an  ACP  247  referral  and  the  applicant  is  a  SCD  cooperator, 
the  WUC  will  consider  the  case  with  both  the  ASC  County  Committee  and  the 
SCD  Board  of  Supervisors. 

If  such  consultation  indicates  agreement  of  the  Committee,  the  Board  and  the 
WUC  that  the  assistance  is  justified,  the  ACP  247  referral  should  be  properly 
executed  and  the  assistance  extended. 

If  such  consultation  indicates  less  than  agreement  as  to  the  assistance  being 
justified,  the  ACP  referral  should  be  handled  in  conformity  with  paragraph  134 
of  the  ACPS  Handbook  which  as  to  such  doubtful  cases  reads,  “In  the  final 
analysis,  judgment  decisions  in  the  doubtful  cases  are  the  responsibility  of  the 
county  committee.”  In  making  decisions  in  these  cases  the  ASC  County  Com¬ 
mittee  should  endeavor  to  abide  by  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  memorandum 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  facts  in  the  individual  case. 

2.  If  the  request  is  an  ACP  247  referral  but  the  applicant  is  not  a  SCD  coop¬ 
erator,  the  WUC  will  consider  the  case  with  the  ASC  County  Committee.  If 
consultation  does  not  result  in  agreement  as  to  appropriate  action,  the  referral 
will  be  handled  in  conformity  with  paragraph  134  of  the  ACPS  Handbook. 

3.  If  the  applicant  is  a  SCD  cooperator  but  ACP  cost-sharing  is  not  involved, 
the  WUC  will  consider  the  case  with  the  SCD  Board  of  Supervisors.  If  such 
consultation  arises  any  doubt  as  to  whether  the  assistance  is  justified,  the 
assistance  should  be  extended. 

GROUP  DRAINAGE  ENTERPRISES 

Requests  for  assistance  in  drainage  enterprises  organized  under  State  laws 
will  be  evaluated  in  accordance  with  the  same  criteria  used  for  judging  the 
merits  of  requests  by  individual  farmers.  Where  the  request  does  not  involve 
ACP  cost-sharing  and  there  is  some  doubt  whether  assistance  should  be  pro¬ 
vided,  it  will  be  referred  to  the  SCS  State  office  for  consideration. 
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SAFEGUARDING  THE  HABITAT  OF  WILDLIFE 

Migratory  waterfowl  are  an  important  wildlife  resource  of  the  pothole  coun¬ 
try.  They  are  produced  primarily  upon  privately  owned  farm  and  ranch  lands 
and  their  continued  production  in  this  area  necessitates  that  landowners  and 
operators  have  an  appreciation  of  the  values  and  importance  of  this  resource, 
and  that  the  retention  and  improvement  of  waterfowl  habitat  becomes  a  recog¬ 
nized  part  of  conservation  farming  and  ranching.  It  also  requires  the  coopera¬ 
tive  effort  of  private  and  public  wildlife  interests  to  enhance  the  opportunities 
for  habitat  improvement. 

It  is  not  solely  the  problem  of  landowners  and  operators.  Wildlife  interests 
must  come  to  recognize  and  respect  the  farmer’s  choice  to  do  with  his  land  as 
he  determines. 

With  these  facts  in  mind  the  WUC  is  responsible  for  taking  the  following 
actions  even  in  those  cases  where  the  proposed  drainage  is  clearly  eligible  within 
the  policies  of  SCS  and  ACPS. 

1.  Encourage  the  soil  conservation  district  governing  body  to  develop  positive 
wildlife  conservation  activities  and  to  establish  policies  which  will  encourage 
habitat  improvement  for  waterfowl  and  other  wildlife. 

2.  Inform  the  farmer  about  the  significant  wildlife  values  of  the  -wet  land 
involved  and  call  to  his  attention  the  alternative  opportunities  of  improving 
the  site  for  wildlife,  including  practices  under  the  conservation  reserve 
program. 

3.  Consider  with  the  farmer  ways  of  replacing  the  significant  habitat  values 
that  will  be  lost  by  drainage  through:  (a)  improving  permanent  potholes  left 
on  the  farm,  or  (b)  developing  ponds,  pits  or  dugouts,  or  (c)  restoring  previ¬ 
ously  drained  areas  through  the  conservation  reserve  program  or  other  private 
or  public  effort. 

4.  If  the  farmer’s  decision  to  drain  the  area  is  not  altered,  and  if  the  pothole 
is  a  permanent  one  and  of  apparent  significant  wildlife  value,  inform  the  farmer 
(and  soil  conservation  district  if  he  is  a  cooperator)  that  the  SCS  cannot  give 
him  further  drainage  assistance  until  the  State  fish  and  game  agency  has  had 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the  area,  make  a  determination  of  its  wild¬ 
life  value,  and  if  found  valuable  for  wildlife,  make  him  an  alternative  proposal 
for  maintaining  and  improving  the  area  for  wildlife. 

5.  Furnish  the  desired  drainage  assistance  if  the  proposed  drainage  is  within 
the  SCS  and  ACPS  policy  and  if  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  State  fish  and 
game  agency,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  or  other  interested  public  or 
private  agency  does  not  make  the  cooperator  an  acceptable  offer.  (The  wait¬ 
ing  period  will  be  20  days  during  the  months  April-November,  or  until  May  1 
for  notifications  submitted  during  December-March  inclusive.) 

The  ASC  County  Committee  should  assist  the  WUC  in  every  practicable  way 
in  carrying  out  his  responsibilities  to  both  the  SCS  and  ACPS  in  safeguarding 
wildlife  habitat. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  McIntire.  While  not  recited  in  your  statement,  what  effect 
does  this  have  on  the  draining  in  relation  to  the  Small  Watersheds 
Act? 

Mr.  Young.  We  believe  it  does  not  apply  to  the  Small  Watershed 
Act,  simply  because  this  is  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Domestic  Allotment  Act  under  which  our  regular  soil  con¬ 
servation  work  applies.  Technical  assistance  to  districts  would  be 
involved. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  take  issue  with  you.  I  think  it  does  apply  to 
the  Soil  Conservation  Act.  There  is  no  limitation,  it  is  true,  but  it 
says,  “The  Secretary  of  Agrculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement 
to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on 
a  farm  under  authority  of  this  act”  and  so  forth. 

If  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  drain  land  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  this  includes  it. 
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Mr.  McIntre.  Mr.  Chairman,  some  of  the  benefits  that  are  ac¬ 
credited  to  small  watershed  programs  involve  the  upriver  and  up¬ 
lands,  and  practices  on  those  lands  are  handled  through  the  SCS. 

Mr.  Young.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McInttre.  It  seems  to  me  that,  this  legislation  applies  very 
substantially  to  the  activities  and  the  plans  developed  under  the 
Small  Watershed  Act. 

Mr.  Young.  That  is  a  matter  of  interpretation.  We  have  in¬ 
terpreted  Public  Law  566,  as  amended  by  subsequent  acts,  as  provid¬ 
ing  definite  procedures  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  planning  of  fish  and  wildlife  features  of  watershed  proj¬ 
ects.  Since  H.R.  8520  is  merely  a  provision  for  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  participate  in  the  planning  on  farm  drainage,  we  as¬ 
sumed  that  this  bill  specifically  applied  to  only  this  feature.  Pro¬ 
vision  for  fish  and  wildlife  participation  had  been  previously  taken 
into  account  and  provided  for  in  amendments  to  Public  Law  566. 
That  is  our  interpretation  of  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Would  you  be  willing  to  submit  an 
amendment  to  the  committee  giving  a  definition  of  what  is  included 
in  wetlands? 

Mr.  Young.  We  would  be  willing  to  submit  some  ideas  on  it.  I 
look  on  it  as  a  very  complex  thing.  Possibly,  it  would  need  to  be  dis¬ 
cussed  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  arriving  at  a  workable 
definition. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Would  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  get  together  and  furnish  the  com¬ 
mittee,  within  the  next  several  days,  with  a  definition  of  what  they 
would  consider  wet  lands  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  They  can  determine  that  for  themselves.  I  think  that 
Air.  Andersen  offered  a  very  good  suggestion  on  that. 

Air.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  May  we  go  off  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Poage.  On  the  record. 

Mr.  Gathings.  Mr.  Young,  it  seems  from  your  testimony  that  you 
are  pretty  close  to  recognizing  some  type  of  agreement  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior.  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Young.  Yes,  sir;  we  think  that  we  have  been  operating  in  a 
limited  pilot  area  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  essentially 
the  same  procedural  basis  proposed  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Gathings.  What  about  the  testimony  this  morning  to  the  effect 
that  in  innumerable  cases  the  Interior  Department  has  suggested 
that  drainage  not  be  done  in  a  particular  area  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  went  ahead  irrespective  of  your  recommendation - 

Mr.  Young.  I  was  not  able  to  follow  Air.  Reuss’  figures.  He  was  re¬ 
porting  figures  for  Minnesota  for  the  last  6  months.  I  have  not  seen 
those.  But  some  figures  that  were  presented  to  us  from  our  field 
offices  for  the  first  6  months  of  this  cooperative  agreement  for  the 
three  States,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reported  to  the  county 
ASC  committees  on  several  hundred  referred  drainage  cases  showed 
that  two  out  of  three  of  those  cases  they  reported  back  did  not  affect 
wildlife. 
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Mr.  Gathings.  The  Interior  Department  reported  that  in  many 
drainage  cases  wildlife  was  not  involved. 

Mr.  Young.  That  is  correct — two  out  of  three  of  the  drainage  re¬ 
ferrals  to  the  ASC  committees  during  the  6  months’  period  were  re¬ 
ported  on  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  having  little  or  no 
effect  on  waterfowl  and  therefore  no  objection  to  drainage. 

Mr.  Gathings.  What  about  the  other  one-third  ? 

Mr.  Young.  There  lies  the  problem.  On  about  a  third  of  the  drain¬ 
age  cases  there  are  questions  of  fact,  actually,  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  are  detrimental  or  how  detrimental  they  are  to  wildlife.  And 
placing  that  over  against  how  beneficial  drainage  is  from  the  farmers 
point  of  view.  In  every  case  there  are  two  values  to  be  considered — 
both  the  wildlife  values  and  the  efficient  farming  values.  This  in¬ 
evitably  means  that  we  are  going  to  have  conflicts  that  must  be  de¬ 
cided.  We  are  searching  for  a  method  to  weigh  those  conflicts  and 
find  a  reasonable  balance  in  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  There  is  something  on  page  6  of  your 
statement  about  the  Department  can  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Young.  The  county  ASC  committees  have  the  decision  to  make 
about  this,  and  they  are  the  ones  that  have  made  the  decisions,  whether 
they  would  provide  assistance  to  drain  even  after  they  get  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  report.  These  reports  have  gone  to  the  county  ASC 
committees.  They  make  the  decisions  whether  or  not  they  will  accept 
the  recommendation  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  not 
step  in  and  say  no  ? 

Mr,  Young.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  You  cannot  do  anything — you  cannot 
do  this,  because  in  the  language  in  the  appropriations  bill  that  you 
have  cited  on  page  6  of  your  statement  mentioned  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  stopped  from  interfering  with  any  such  practice,  is 
that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Young.  That  is  correct,  but  the  county  ASC  committees  have 
that  authority. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Yes;  but  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
cannot  interfere  with  the  county  committee? 

Mr.  Young.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  that  we  will  have  to  go  to  the  floor. 

Do  you  have  a  report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  Young.  No,  but  one  is  being  prepared. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  there  are  a  number  of  people  who  would  like 
to  be  heard.  I  do  not  know  what  further  hearings  we  will  have,  if 
any,  that  is,  public  hearings.  I  will  assure  you,  if  you  wish  to  present 
your  views  for  the  record,  we  will  have  them  there  and  we  will  con¬ 
sider  them. 

Air.  Johnson  will  get  permission  to  insert  into  the  record  for  you. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  think  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  should  get  together  and 
present  to  the  committee  their  idea  of  a  definition  of  “wetlands.” 

Mr.  Poage.  Certainly,  if  they  want  to  act  on  that  suggestion,  that  is 
fine. 

Is  there  anyone  present  who  desires  to  submit  a  statement  for  the 
record  ? 
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Mr.  Gutermuth.  Yes,  my  name  is  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  and  I  am  vice 
president  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute  with  headquarters  in 
Washington,  D.C.  We  should  like  to  submit  a  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  be  glad  to  receive  it  and  it  will  be  inserted  in 
the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute 
follows:) 

Statement  of  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  Vice  President,  Wildlife  Management 

Institute 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  with  headquarters  in  Washington,  D.C.  The  institute  is  one  of 
the  older  national  conservation  organizations,  and  its  program  has  been  devoted 
to  the  restoration  and  improved  management  of  natural  resources  in  the  public 
interest  for  50  years. 

The  institute  joins  with  other  conservationists  throughout  the  country  in 
endorsing  and  supporting  the  objectives  of  H.R.  8520  and  similar  bills.  The 
urgent  need  for  the  Federal  Government  to  have  some  voice  in  controlling  the 
|  drainage  of  wet  lands  that  primarily  are  valuable  for  wildlife  has  been  expressed 
at  committee  meetings  and  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and  Senate  for  years.  Many 
words  have  been  spoken,  but  few  direct  actions  ever  have  been  taken.  Water- 
fowl  programs  have  been  expanded,  but  all  previous  efforts  to  deal  directly  with 
the  drainage  subsidy  problem  have  met  with  a  hard  core  of  opposition  on  the 
part  of  some  key  Members  of  Congress. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  introduction  of  H.R.  8520  by  Congressman  Lester  Johnson, 
a  prominent  and  respected  member  of  this  committee,  is  an  omen  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  now  is  prepared  to  take  positive  action  to  correct  the  deplorable  situation 
that  has  developed  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act. 
This  is  the  situation  that  caused  President  Kennedy  to  express  the  hope  in  his 
natural  resources  message  that  “consistent  and  coordinated  Federal  leadership 
can  expand  our  fish  and  wildlife  opportunities  without  the  present  conflicts  of 
agencies  and  interests :  One  department  paying  to  have  wetlands  drained  for 
agricultural  purposes  while  another  is  purchasing  lands  for  wildlife  or  water- 
fowl  refugees  *  * 

Productive  wet  lands  for  ducks,  geese,  and  other  wildlife  are  being  drained 
faster  than  necessary  habitat  can  be  acquired  for  essential  State  and  Federal 
wildlife  programs.  Agricultural  drainage,  road  construction,  and  industrial  and 
urban  expansion  are  taking  a  huge  toll  of  the  remaining  30  million  acres  of 
good  waterfowl  marshes.  Quality  marshland  habitat  has  decreased  by  75  per¬ 
cent  in  less  than  30  years.  Federal  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  are 
hastening  the  drainage  of  vital  wet  lands  in  some  areas. 

Continental  duck  populations  are  in  a  state  of  depression.  Some  species,  such 
l  as  the  prized  canvasbacks  and  redheads,  are  in  acute  condition.  This  year’s 
I  waterfowl  hunting  regulations  will  have  to  be  restricted  still  more.  The  de¬ 
struction  of  permanent  water  areas  by  drainage  and  the  failure  of  others  be¬ 
cause  of  the  drought,  which  now  grips  large  sections  of  the  breeding  areas, 
make  the  outlook  dismal. 

Conservationists  recognize  that  the  Federal  Government  has  responsibilities 
for  agriculture  as  well  as  for  migratory  waterfowl.  But  they  can  see  no 
justification  for  continuing  the  Federal  technical  and  financial  assistance  that 
is  causing  such  irreparable  damage,  particularly  in  the  principal  breeding  areas. 

Neither  the  Department  of  Agriculture  nor  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  adequate  authority  to  prevent  unwise  wetlands  drainage.  The  ITSDA 
provides  requested  technical  and  financial  assistance  whenever  a  drainage  ap¬ 
plication  is  found  eligible  for  program  requirements  and  is  approved  by  the  local 
farmers’  committee.  The  Interior  Department  is  in  a  vulnerable  position.  It 
can  do  little  to  protect  itself  from  the  injurious  side  effects  of  the  program  of 
a  sister  resources  agency. 

One  of  the  most  troublesome  areas — the  tristate  region  of  Minnesota  and 
the  Dakotas — is  the  principal  waterfowl  nesting  ground  in  continental  United 
States.  Many  thousands  of  acres  of  prime  wetlands  have  been  drained  with 
the  assistance  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  the  destruction  continues  at  a 
fearsome  rate. 
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Last  year,  for  example,  under  an  agreement  of  the  Agriculture  and  Interior 
Departments,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  inspected  potholes  and  other 
wet  lands  proposed  for  Federal  drainage  assistance  so  that  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  could  be  made  to  spare  areas  that  contribute  to  the  national  water- 
fowl  program.  This  was  done  in  12  of  the  90  counties  in  the  8-State  region. 
Of  1,629  potholes  proposed  for  drainage  by  farmers  and  certified  as  being 
eligible  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  553  were  recommended  for  preserva¬ 
tion.  Only  128 — less  than  one-quarter — were  saved ;  overriding  waterfowl  re¬ 
quirements  were  ignored  on  most  of  them.  This  illustrates  the  grave  situation 
that  forces  one  Federal  agency  to  help  plan  and  finance  the  destruction  of  wet 
lands  while  a  second  bears  the  responsibility  for  acquiring  and  restoring 
wet  lands  for  a  wildlife  program  in  which  the  Federal  Government  has  a  primary 
role. 

Here  is  another  point  that  should  not  be  overlooked,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
Nation’s  duck  hunters  got  together  back  in  the  1930’s  and  requested  Congress  to 
enact  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  so  they  could  contribute  directly 
to  the  national  waterfowl  restoration  program.  The  first  duck  stamps  sold  for 
$1.  The  sportsmen  requested  and  obtained  two  subsequent  increases  and  the 
stamps  now  sell  for  $3.  We  will  not  go  into  all  the  past  history,  but  reports 
of  House  and  Senate  committees  show  the  many  millions  of  dollars  that 
America’s  sportsmen  have  invested  in  the  national  waterfowl  program.  Sizable 
acreages  have  been  purchased  and,  for  many  years,  a  substantial  part  of  the 
day-to-day  operating  expenses  of  the  waterfowl  program  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  were  borne  from  duck  stamp  receipts.  Congress  presently 
has  before  it  a  bill  that  would  authorize  up  to  $150  million  for  a  10-year  wet¬ 
lands  acquisition  program.  Hunters  again  will  be  paying  most  of  tbe  costs, 
and  not  less  than  75  percent  of  future  duck  stamp  receipts  are  being  pledged 
to  repay  tbe  advance. 

We  wish  to  make  two  salient  points  in  this  regard,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  first 
is  that  waterfowl  hunters  already  are  being  asked  to  pay  their  full  share. 
Secondly,  agricultural  drainage,  stimulated  by  Federal  technical  and  financial 
assistance,  has  had  a  significant  part  in  the  destruction  of  infinitely  more  acres 
of  productive  waterfowl  habitat  than  has  been  or  can  be  acquired.  Tbe  Nation’s 
duck  hunters  never  can  hope  to  match  the  funds  that  are  available  through  the 
Agriculture  Department.  No  wonder  they  are  concerned. 

This  concern  is  not  confined  to  duck  hunters,  however.  Leading  U.S.  con¬ 
servationists  have  traveled  to  Canada  and  met  with  key  officials  to  discuss 
mutual  waterfowl  problems.  Agricultural  drainage  and  various  other  develop¬ 
ments  are  proceeding  in  some  of  the  best  waterfowl  nesting  areas  of  the 
Canadian  Prairie  Provinces.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall  and  Secretary 
Freeman  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have  reviewed  the  waterfowl  situa¬ 
tion  with  Canadian  Ministers.  The  Canadians  are  mindful  of  their  respon¬ 
sibilities.  They  also  have  expressed  anxiety  about  the  widespread  destruction 
of  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  United  States.  A  special  international  task  force, 
appointed  as  a  result  of  the  conference  to  represent  these  two  great  countries, 
met  in  Washington  this  week  for.  initial  planning  of  its  work. 

We  wish  to  make  clear,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  conservationists  support  the 
overall  objectives  of  the  several  similar  bills  that  are  before  this  committee. 
We  are  somewhat  concerned,  because  the  bills  offer  two  approaches  to  this 
serious  problem.  H.R.  8520  appears  to  require  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  make  a  farm-by-farm  inspection  of  all  wet  lands  and  to  file  detailed 
information  about  specific  areas  that  should  be  preserved  with  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  If  this  is  so,  the  Service  would  need  significant  increases  in 
staff  and  appropriations  to  do  the  job. 

If  our  understanding  is  correct,  it  would  appear  that  the  requirements 
imposed  in  H.R,  8520  might  actually  work  as  an  obstacle  to  protecting  good 
wet  lands.  The  farm-by-farm  inspection  and  evaluation  is  going  to  take  time, 
time  that  actually  might  facilitate  the  drainage  of  key  wet  lands  before  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  had  an  opportunity  to  complete  its  analyses. 
For  example,  it  has  been  estimated  that  in  the  tristate  area  of  Minnesota 
and  the  Dakotas' there  are  more  than  1  million  potholes  and  other  small  water 
areas.  How  long  will  it  take  the  Service  to  locate,  inspect,  evaluate,  and  file 
reports  on  that  many  potholes?  How  long  can  a  farmer  wait  to  learn  whether 
his  drainage  plan  is  eligible  for  Federal  assistance?  Can  the  Service  obtain 
sufficient  experienced  biologists  to  undertake  a  farm-by-farm  wetland  survey? 
Under  H.R.  8520,  what  procedure  would  be  established  between  the  Interior 
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and  Agriculture  Departments,  and  how  much  time  would  be  available  for  the 
wetland  evaluation  before  drainage  begins?  On  the  surface,  H  R.  8510  appears 
to  offer  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  Departments  greater  opportunity  for 
working  out  a  satisfactory  cooperative  program  at  a  lesser  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Interior  and  Agriculture  Departments  should  be  able  to 
recommend  to  the  committee  which  of  these  bills  offer  the  best  solution. 

The  authors  of  all  these  bills  are  held  in  high  regard  by  conservationists,  and 
their  interest  in  securing  positive  action  to  avert  further  destruction  of  essen¬ 
tial  waterfowl  habitat  is  sincerely  appreciated.  We  know  that  these  gentle¬ 
men,  the  members  of  this  committee,  and  the  Congress  will  want  to  make  sure 
that  an  equitable,  effective,  and  workable  formula  is  developed.  The  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  already  have  had  a 
trial  working  relationship  on  this  problem  in  the  field.  We  are  sure  that  the 
committee  will  want  to  compare  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  work¬ 
ing  relationships  that  were  developed  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  best  solution.  We 
also  are  sure  that  the  waterfowl  resources  will  benefit  from  prompt  action  by 
both  the  committee  and  Congress.  Conservationists  want  the  Congress  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  authority  to  curb  unwise  drainage. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  insert  a  state¬ 
ment  in  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Kimball.  My  name  is  Thomas  L.  Kimball,  executive  director 
of  the  National  "Wildlife  Federation  and  we  should  like  to  insert 
a  statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection,  your  statement  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kimball  follows :) 

Statement  of  Thomas  L.  Kimball,  Executive  Director,  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  appreciates  the  opportunity 
of  commenting  upon  H.R.  8510  and  H.R.  8520,  relating  to  the  drainage  of  wet 
lands. 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  is  composed  of  50  affiliates  in  49  States  and 
the  District  of  Columbia.  These  affiliates  and  other  supporters  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation  number  an  estimated  2  million  individuals,  thus  represent¬ 
ing  a  fair  cross  section  of  the  general  public. 

As  a  member  of  the  Waterfowl  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  I  recently  had  the  opportunity  to  be  briefed  on  the  1961  status  of 
waterfowl  using  the  continental  flyways  of  North  America. 

I  could  give  long  and  exceedingly  detailed  testimony  attesting  to  the  fact 
that  waterfowl  populations  are  at  the  lowest  ebb  in  many  years.  In  fact,  last 
year  for  the  first  time  since  World  War  II  ended,  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
duck  hunters  put  away  their  guns,  decoys,  and  boots  primarily  because  certain 
seasons,  bag  limits,  and  shooting  hours  no  longer  justified  the  time  and  expense 
in  participating  in  this  great  sport.  The  Interior  Department  has  just  been 
advised  that  duck  stamp  sales  fell  to  1,700,000  this  past  season.  I  am  quite 
sure  that  prominent  wildlife  authorities  would  agree  with  the  average  duck 
hunter  that  major  flights  of  waterfowl  will  dwindle  to  insignificance  unless  posi¬ 
tive  steps  are  taken  soon  to  maintain  a  satisfactory  population  of  this  valuable 
renewable  resource. 

Meeting  here  in  Washington,  D.C.,  earlier  this  year,  delegates  to  the  annual 
convention  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  adopted  a  set  of  objectives  of 
major  conservation  importance.  The  first  of  seven  objectives  so  listed  was  the 
acquisition  and  preservation  of  waterfowl  wet  lands.  This  indicates  how  serious 
our  organization  views  the  present  situation  of  migratory  waterfowl. 

There  are  two  principal  reasons  for  the  present  condition  of  waterfowl  num¬ 
bers.  The  first  and  most  important  is  that  the  wetland  habitat  in  the  United 
States  has  been  drastically  reduced  through  drainage.  It  has  been  estimated  that 
fully  one-third  of  the  suitable  environment  producing  ducks  and  geese  in  the 
United  States  has  already  been  lost  and  the  remaining  habitat  is  being  lost  at 
the  rate  of  from  3  to  5  percent  per  year.  This  loss  of  essential  production  area 
is  currently  accentuated  by  severe  drought  conditions  in  the  prairie  pothole 
country  of  mid-America  and  in  the  prairie  provinces  of  the  Dakotas  and  western 
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Minnesota  the  previous  years  has  produced  approximately  70  percent  of  the 
total  breeding  populations  of  the  United  States. 

The  importance  of  this  region  becomes  even  more  obvious  when  only  those 
ducks  important  in  the  harvest  are  considered.  For  example,  in  1956  approxi¬ 
mately  80  percent  of  the  mallards,  85  percent  of  the  pintails,  and  95  percent  of 
the  bluewing  teal ;  87  percent  of  the  canvasback  and  88  percent  of  the  redheads 
were  recorded  within  this  relatively  small  area.  As  these  species  of  ducks  collec¬ 
tively  make  up  approximately  two-thirds  of  the  total  ducks  which  are  harvested 
in  the  United  States  in  an  average  year,  the  importance  of  the  pothole  environ¬ 
ment  in  producing  ducks  cannot  be  overemphasized.  Also  within  this  area  of 
extreme  and  critical  importance  to  waterfowl  production,  great  emphasis  is 
placed  upon  federally  subsidized  farm  drainage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  member  of  our  staff,  Mr.  H.  R.  Morgan,  resides  in  North 
Dakota.  He  is  a  former  commissioner  of  the  North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish 
Department.  He  recently  completed  a  survey  of  two  counties  in  North  Dakota 
and  developed  information  showing  that  subsidized  drainage  is  practiced  in  the 
same  areas  where  efforts  are  being  made  to  preserve  wet  lands.  I  should  like 
permission  to  attach  a  copy  of  this  report  for  the  record  as  exhibit  A.  The  same 
type  of  information  is  available  in  a  report  prepared  by  the  Branch  of  River 
Basin  Studies,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  in  March  of  this  year. 

Just  let  me  state  that  every  conscientious  citizen  is  sympathetic  to  the  present  , 
plight  of  the  farmers.  We  are  as  anxious  as  other  citizens  of  our  country  in  ' 
seeking  legislation  which  would  insure  receipt  of  an  adequate  income  for  his 
production  from  the  land.  Every  citizen,  however,  is  aware  of  the  overproduc¬ 
tion  and  storage  problem  of  certain  agriculture  crops,  particularly  the  small 
grains  which  are  the  principal  crops  raised  in  these  prairie  States  so  important 
to  nesting  waterfowl.  It  seems  inconsistent  to  us  that  Congress  appropriates 
funds  to  provide  for  both  technical  engineering  assistance  as  well  as  actual 
drainage  work  in  order  to  place  wet  lands  into  agricultural  production  to  pro¬ 
duce  cereal  grains  already  in  surplus.  The  price  of  which  must  be  supported 
with  taxpayers’  dollars  and  once  produced  must  be  stored  at  an  additional 
tremendous  expense  to  the  taxpayer.  All  of  this  expense  to  produce  a  crop  not 
needed  at  the  expense  of  a  crop  of  waterfowl  which  is  in  a  critically  short  supply 
and  in  much  demand  by  a  considerable  segment  of  the  American  citizenry. 

This  is  one  area  of  conflict  to  which  the  President  referred  in  his  natural 
resources  message  to  the  Congress  earlier  this  year,  and  I  quote  the  pertinent 
passage :  “I  am  also  hopeful  that  consistent  and  coordinated  Federal  leadership 
can  expand  our  fish  and  wildlife  opportunities  without  the  present  conflicts  of 
agencies  and  interests:  one  department  paying  to  have  wet  lands  drained  for 
agricultural  purposes  while  another  purchasing  such  lands  for  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges.  *  *  *” 

Here  is  the  situation  as  things  now  exist.  Sportsmen  contribute  funds  through 
duck  stamp  sales  to  acquire  by  lease  or  purchase  suitable  waterfowl  wet  lands 
which  will  remain  under  Federal  control.  Similar  programs  on  the  State  level 
are  financed  by  license  sales  or  apportionments  of  Pittman-Robertson  funds 
made  possible  through  Federal  excise  taxes  upon  the  sale  of  sporting  arms  and  { 
ammunition.  In  a  nutshell,  the  waterfowl  hunter  pays  for  perpetuation  of  his 
sport.  He,  therefore,  finds  it  more  than  inconsistent  for  general  tax  revenues, 
to  which  he  also  contributed  as  an  individual,  being  used  against  himself. 

It  might  be  added  here  that  the  House  already  this  year  has  approved  of  a 
measure  which  would  advance  funds  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the 
emergency  acquisition  of  suitable  wet  lands,  the  loan  to  be  repaid  from  the  sale 
of  duck  stamps.  This  is  encouraging  but  full  benefits  of  the  program  cannot  be 
realized  unless  subsidized  drainage  is  stopped,  as  provided  for  by  proposals  under 
consideration  here  today. 

We  also  are  encouraged,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  a  provision  in  the  recently  adopted 
agriculture  appropriations  bill  which  now  permits  Federal  cost  sharing  for 
ACP  practices  of  primary  benefit  to  wildlife.  One  practice,  G-3,  permits  con¬ 
struction  of  ponds  or  marshes  for  the  production  of  waterfowl.  So  it  now  is 
possible  for  landowners  to  get  50  percent  cost  sharing  to  create  wetlands,  or  50 
percent  cost  sharing  to  destroy  wetlands,  both  with  valuable  Federal  technical 
assistance.  Presumably  a  single  property  owner  could  get  both  of  the  incon¬ 
sistent  services  while,  at  the  same  time,  having  land  held  out  of  production  in 
retirement. 

In  appealing  for  favorable  consideration  of  these  proposals,  we  are  not  choos¬ 
ing  “ducks  over  farmers”  as  some  people  might  accuse.  Ducks  are  important 
only  because  of  their  value  to  people,  and  there  are  millions  who  enjoy  these 
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resources  in  ways  and  means  other  than  by  hunting  and  so  are  not  recorded  in 
duck  stamp  sales.  Neither  is  there  any  validity  to  the  claim  that  a  farmer-hunter 
controversy  exists  in  this  field.  Farmers  also  hunt  ducks.  In  fact,  there  prob¬ 
ably  are  more  hunters  in  the  average  farm  family  than  in  the  average  American 
household. 

Might  I  also  state  that  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  is  not  opposed  to  all 
types  of  drainage  in  the  United  States.  There  is  under  consideration  by  your 
committee  these  proposals  that  require  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wild¬ 
life  to  certify  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture  only  those  areas  primarily 
valuable  for  waterfowl  production.  As  mentioned  previously,  this  would  involve 
wetlands  primarily  located  in  the  prairie  pothole  country  of  mid-America.  This 
area  is  truly  the  duck  factory  of  the  United  States  and  we  plead  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  give  every  consideration  to  this  valuable  natural  resource  which  can 
be  preserved. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  endorsed  the  principle  expressed  in  these  proposals.  An  agree¬ 
ment  was  worked  out  longer  than  a  year  ago  whereby  the  Interior  Department 
was  invited  to  review  and  advise  on  proposed  drainage  projects  in  the  area  prin¬ 
cipally  concerned.  In  a  heavy  majority  of  cases,  however,  local  committees  de¬ 
cided  to  go  ahead  with  drainage  projects  despite  damage  to  wildlife  and  despite 
efforts  of  the  Interior  Department  to  secure  these  areas.  The  only  recourse 
appears  to  be  this  legislation. 

Failure  to  act  now  could  result  in  the  death  knell  for  the  economically  valuable 
waterfowl  resource  of  our  country. 

We  heartily  endorse  the  principle  of  these  proposals.  Speaking  of  specific 
language,  H.R.  8520  probably  will  require  a  greater  early  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  than  would  H.R.  8510.  In  either  case,  however, 
it  must  be  clearly  understood  that  the  Interior  Department  will  need  additional 
personnel  as  well  as  time  to  complete  the  necessary  survey  work. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  of  appearing  before  the  committee. 

Exhibit  A 


Subsidized  Drainage  by  USD  A  Located  on  or  Adjacent  to  Potholes  Pur¬ 
chased  Under  the  Small  Wetlands  Acquisition  Program 


Optioned  tract 

All  of  sec.  7,  T.  138  N.,  R.  66  W.,  Stuts¬ 
man  County. 

Sec.  4,  NE%,  N%  SE%,  T.  141  N„  R. 
66  W.,  Stutsman  County. 

Sec.  19,  SAV%  ;  sec.  20,  SE%  SE%,  sec. 
32 ;  most  of  Sy2  NE%  and  Sy2,  T.  142 
N.,  R.  66  AY.,  Stutsman  County. 


Sec.  12,  E%  NE%  and  S%  of  sec.  24, 
T.  142  N.,  R.  67  AA7.,  Stutsman  County. 


Sec.  2,  NW’,4  ;  sec.  28,  SW%  ;  sec.  35, 
SE%;  sec.  25,  SW%  and  sec.  36, 
NWy4,  all  in  T.  135  N.,  R.  66  W.,  La 
Moure  County. 


Sec.  30,  S%  SW%  and  sec.  31,  NW% 
in  T.  134  N.,  R.  65  AV.,  La  Moure 
County. 


Subsidized  drainage 

Nine  potholes  drained  in  1959  on  T.  138 
N.,  R.  66  AA7.,  sec.  7,  Stutsman  County. 

Two  potholes  drained  in  1956  on  sec.  8, 
SW%  and  Sec.  17,  N W%,  T.  141  N., 
R.  66  W. 

Two  potholes  drained  in  1957  on  sec.  29, 
SE%,  five  potholes  drained  in  1954 
on  sec.  29,  NE%  ;  one  drained  in  sec. 
29,  NAVy  and  one  SE%,  T.  142  N., 
R.  66  W. 

In  1960  three  potholes  were  drained  in 
sec  2,  SEAi,  eight  potholes  drained  in 
sec  14,  E  y2  and  SAA71,4,  and  four  pot¬ 
holes  were  drained  in  sec.  24,  NAV%> 
all  in  T.  142  N„  R.  67  AV.,  Stutsman 
County. 

In  1956  six  potholes  were  drained  in 
sec.  32,  SWA4.  In  1958,  twelve  pot¬ 
holes  were  drained  in  sec.  14,  N%. 
In  1959  one  pothole  was  drained  in 
see.  1,  SAA7%.  In  1960  two  potholes 
were  drained  in  sec.  35,  W%.  All 
above  drainage  in  T.  135  N.,  R.  66  W., 
La  Moure  County. 

Six  potholes  drained  in  1958  on  sec  32, 
NAVy2,  three  potholes  drained  in  1958 
on  sec.  12,  E%  and  three  potholes 
drained  in  1959  on  sec.  32,  SE%,  all 
in  T.  134  N.,  R.  65  W.,  La  Moure 
County. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  submit  a 
statement  ? 

Mr.  Penfold.  My  name  is  J.  W.  Penfold,  conservation  director  of 
the  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America.  We  should  like  to  insert  a 
statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection,  your  statement  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  J.  W.  Penfold  follows:) 

Statement  of  J.  W.  Penfold,  Conservation  Director,  the  Izaak  Walton 

League  of  America 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  J.  W.  Penfold,  conservation  director  of  the  Izaak  Walton 
League  of  America.  The  league  is  a  national  membership  organization  dedicated 
to  the  conservation  and  wise  use  of  the  Nation’s  natural  resource  wealth — its 
soil,  woods,  waters,  wildlife,  and  opportunity  for  wholesome  outdoor  recreation. 

A  matter  of  grave  concern  to  us  for  many  years  has  been  the  dwindling  conti¬ 
nental  migratory  waterfowl  resource.  The  league  was  in  the  forefront  of  the 
effort  to  establish  the  duck  stamp  as  a  means  to  finance  waterfowl  refuges.  It 
supported  subsequent  increases  in  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp  to  the  individual 
hunter.  It  has  supported  necessary  restrictions  in  waterfowl  hunting  seasons 
and  bag  limits.  As  citizens  interested  in  waterfowl  as  a  valuable  resource 
whether  hunted  or  not,  we  have  supported  all  programs,  Federal  and  State,  to 
protect  and  perpetuate  it. 

Without  repeating  all  the  statistics,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that 
restraint  on  the  part  of  the  hunter  and  restrictions  on  his  activities  alone  provide 
no  assurance  that  the  waterfowl  resource  will  indeed  be  perpetuated.  Without 
suitable  habitat  in  which  the  birds  can  nest  and  produce  new  generations,  there 
will  be  no  birds— regardless  of  hunting  seasons  and  bag  limits. 

It  is  evident  that  their  essential  habitat  has  been  on  the  decline — drought 
conditions  of  the  past  few  years  have  served  primarily  to  emphasize  that  fact. 
Major  cause  of  this  loss  is  agricultural  drainage — much  of  it  carried  on  with 
the  encouragement  and  technical  and  financial  assistance  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

It  is  a  strange  paradox — as  pointed  out  by  the  President  in  his  natural  re¬ 
sources  message  to  the  Congress  earlier  this  year — that  “*  *  *  one  department 
(is)  paying  to  have  wetlands  drained  for  agricultural  purposes  while  another  is 
purchasing  such  lands  for  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges  *  *  *” 

And  there  is  another  paradox.  There  have  been  over  the  past  few  decades  a 
whole  series  of  boards,  commissions,  and  committees  studying  the  Nation’s  water 
resources,  the  most  recent  being  the  comprehensive  and  compelling  study  made 
by  the  Senate  select  committee.  All  of  them  have  agreed  at  least  on  the  point 
that  the  Nation  is  faced  with  serious  water  supply  problems  and  that  we  have 
the  task  of  moving  rapidly,  comprehensively,  and  aggressively  to  solve  them  so 
as  to  meet  the  supply  requirements  of  all  the  needs  of  the  people. 

But  here  we  have  a  situation  where  the  Federal  Government  itself  is  encour¬ 
aging  and  subsidizing  a  program  to  create  a  permanent  drought  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  waterfowl  for  which  the  people  have  a  traditional  and  legitimate  need. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  United  States  must  be  a  long,  long  way  from  wanting 
or  accepting  a  sound  and  comprehensive  national  water  policy,  if  it  refuses  to 
face  up  to  this  water  problem,  first  step  in  the  solution  of  which  is  simple — 
just  stop  paying  out  funds  to  encourage  drainage  of  wetlands  primarily  valuable 
for  waterfowl  production. 

It  can  hardly  be  argued  that  this  remedy  might  threaten  future  need  for 
agricultural  production.  Lands  not  drained  today  can  be  drained  any  time 
their  production  is  required. 

In  supporting  this  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  asking  that  all  drain¬ 
age  programs  cease  or  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  get  out  of  the  drainage 
business.  We  are  simply  asking  that  the  public  not  be  required  to  support  with 
subsidies  the  drainage  of  specific  wetlands  which  are  essential  to  the  perpetua¬ 
tion  of  an  important  public  resource. 

If  this  is  done,  the  public  will  have  at  least  a  bit  more  leeway  in  time  during 
which  the  basic  minimum  of  wetland  areas  essential  to  waterfowl  can  be  brought 
into  permanent  governmental  protection. 

We  appreciate  the  privilege  of  presenting  our  views. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  else  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  I  am  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  have  a 
statement  that  has  been  presented  to  you.  I  would  like  to  be  heard  at 
a  later  time  or  have  an  opportunity  to  submit  a  supplementary  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  give  you  permission  to  insert  such  a  statement 
and  to  revise  your  statement.  If  we  have  further  hearings  we  will  be 
glad  to  hear  you,  but  I  think  it  would  be  wise  for  everybody  who  wants 
to  do  so,  to  put  their  statement  in  the  record  now. 

Mr.  Janzen.  Very  well. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Janzen  follows:) 

Statement  of  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Our  Department  is  very  much  interested  in  the  objectives  of  H.R.  8510  and 
8520  and  similar  proposed  legislation  under  consideration  here  today.  For 
more  than  10  years  the  preservation  of  wetlands  valuable  for  waterfowl  has  been 
the  most  serious  and  difficult  problem  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife.  As  a  result  of  treaties  with  Mexico  and  Canada  and  implementing 
statutes,  migratory  birds  have  been  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  over  40  years.  During  that  period  a  nationwide  system  of  Federal  wildlife 
refuges  has  been  established  at  considerable  public  expense  to  insure  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  a  nucleus  of  breeding  birds;  but  most  of  this  effort  will  have  been 
wasted  if  the  remaining  wetlands  still  in  private  ownership  are  converted  to 
other  use. 

Wetlands  are  disappearing  rapidly.  Along  our  seacoasts  and  around  our 
cities  they  are  being  either  filled  or  drained  for  housing  or  industrial  develop¬ 
ment.  Throughout  the  United  States,  and  especially  in  the  Midwest,  intensified 
efforts  are  being  made  to  drain  and  reclaim  them  for  agricultural  crop  pro¬ 
duction. 

In  the  upper  Midwest  prairie  section,  the  most  important  waterfowl  breeding 
area  in  the  United  States,  thousands  of  small  potholes  so  desirable  for  breeding 
birds  are  being  converted  to,  and  improved  for,  the  production  of  wheat  and 
corn  each  year. 

Congress  has  recognized  the  problem  by  enacting  important  wetland  preserva¬ 
tion  legislation. 

Three  years  ago,  the  Congress  earmarked  all  duck  stamp  receipts  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  wetlands  by  purchase  or  lease,  and  within  the  past  month  the  House  of 
Representatives  passed  a  bill  calling  for  an  advance  of  8150  million  to  be  made 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  over  a  10-year  period  for  this  program. 

We  believe  that  with  this  current  legislation  our  essential  wetlands  can  be 
saved,  but  our  program  should  not  continue  to  be  handicapped  with  a  competing 
Federal  program  which  acts  to  encourage  the  elimination  of  these  same  wet¬ 
lands.  The  similar  bills  under  consideration  today  should  greatly  relieve  the 
situation. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  grave  responsibility  placed  upon  us  by  this  legislation. 
It  involves  a  job  of  major  proportions,  but  we  consider  it  so  important  to  the 
success  of  our  overall  wetland  preservation  program  that  there  seems  to  be  no 
alternative  but  to  undertake  this  responsibility  if  Congress  agrees  this  is 
desirable 

I  would  like  to  add  that  under  no  circumstances  do  we  question  the  right  of 
the  landowner  to  drain  his  own  land.  The  only  question  is  whether  Federal 
funds  should  be  used  to  encourage  him  to  do  so  if,  in  so  doing,  a  valuable 
public  natural  resource  is,  at  the  same  time,  being  destroyed.  Neither  are  we, 
as  a  wildlife  conservation  agency,  questioning  all  drainage  assistance.  We 
intend  only  to  recommend  the  withholding  of  Federal  assistance  when  material 
damage  to  wildlife  is  involved.  This  is  how  we  interpret  the  lahguage  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

I  hope  this  committee  will  give  favorable  consideration  to  legislation  on  this 
subject. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  else  who  wants  to  present  a  statement  ? 
If  not,  the  committee  will  stand  in  recess. 

(The  following  statement  and  letters  were  also  submitted  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  :) 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  22, 1961. 

Hon.  William  Poage, 

Chairman,  C onServation  and  Credit  Subcomittee, 

House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Poage:  At  the  hearing  held  on  August  18  on  H.R.  8510,  H.R.  8520, 
and  other  bills  concerning  drainage  of  wet  lands,  you  indicated  that  I  could  ex¬ 
pand  my  statement  for  the  record  since  time  did  not  permit  my  testifying  on  the 
bills. 

There  are  two  matters  of  considerable  concern  to  us  on  which  I  would  like 
to  comment.  Our  first  concern  is  with  the  time  element.  We  are  sure  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  agrees  with  us  that  a  program  involving  the  drain¬ 
age  of  wet  lands,  some  of  which  form  essential  wildlife  habitat,  is  a  grave  respon¬ 
sibility.  The  favorable  statement  of  the  Department’s  witness  on  H.R.  8520 
indicates  their  appreciation  of  the  problem.  However,  it  was  implied  that  it 
should  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  have  a  recom¬ 
mendation  regarding  each  application  for  drainage  assistance  read  at  the  time 
the  application  is  made.  An  inspection  program  covering  all  applications  for 
drainage  assistance  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  will  be  a  tremendous  job  under  the  best  of  circumstances.  To 
anticipate  the  nature  of  and  to  make  prior  inspection  of  all  potential  applications 
for  drainage  assistance  would  be  an  impossible  task. 

We  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  agree  that  the  interests  of 
establishing  long-term  conservation  at  the  least  possible  public  expense  would  be 
better  served  by  an  alternate  method.  The  most  efficient  use  of  funds  and  per¬ 
sonnel  would  require  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  review  specific  applica¬ 
tions  for  drainage  assistance  and  report  his  findings  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  within  90  days.  The  report  of  our  Department  would  usually  he  available 
well  in  advance  of  that  time. 

The  subcommittee  expressed  some  interest  in  a  suggestion  that  the  act  be 
amended  to  set  up  a  definition  of  wet  lands  valuable  to  wildlife  which  would  be 
satisfactory  to  all  concerned  under  all  conditions.  The  problem  of  developing 
such  criteria  has  plagued  the  two  Departments  for  years,  and  actually  our 
inability  to  establish  precise  criteria  for  wetland  values  is  in  a  large  part  what 
has  caused  the  subject  legislation  to  be  introduced.  The  varying  requirements 
of  wildlife,  particularly  waterfowl,  at  various  times  of  the  year,  in  different 
latitudes  are  a  complicated  picture  at  best.  When  the  tremendous  variability  of 
water  supply  in  many  parts  of  the  country  is  considered,  a  further  complexity  is 
added. 

While  we  believe  that  the  job  is  one  that  calls  for  an  expert  appraisal,  we  also 
recognize  the  need  for  guiding  principles.  For  example,  we  suggest,  and  we 
believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  agree,  that  wet  lands  of  various 
types  and  descriptions  similar  to  those  for  wrhich  we  consistently  make  offers, 
either  for  purchase  or  lease,  under  our  acquisition  program,  are  of  sufficient 
value  to  wildlife  that  a  recommendation  for  denial  of  assistance  is  warranted. 

We  are  no  more  anxious  to  withhold  drainage  assistance  from  farmers,  where 
such  drainage  will  not  adversely  affect  wildlife,  than  is  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  supported 
our  Department’s  position  that  assistance  should  not  be  made  available  to  aid 
in  destroying  areas  that  are  of  value  to  wildlife.  With  review  of  projects  as 
contemplated  by  this  measure,  and  with  judicious  appraisal  of  the  wetland  values 
involved,  we  see  no  reason  to  anticipate  that  our  Department  would  deny  assist¬ 
ance  in  any  case  except  where  significant  wildlife  values  exist.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  many  times  gone  on  record  supporting  this  position  and  has 
dona  so  in  their  statement  on  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 


D.  H.  Janzen,  Director. 
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Testimony  of  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  Secretary,  Citizens  Committee 

on  Natural  Resources 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Citizens  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Natural  Resources.  Our  committee  is  a  national  conservation  organi¬ 
zation  with  offices  in  Washington,  D.C. 

We  should  like  to  strongly  endorse  H.R.  8520  and  similar  measures  now  before 
the  committee.  In  this  session  of  the  Congress  the  House  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  passed  H.R.  7391  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  favorably  reported  essentially  the  same  measure.  These 
bills  were  emergency  measures  designed  to  acquire  the  necessary  wetlands  areas 
to  conserve  our  waterfowl.  At  one  time  there  were  approximatly  127  million 
acres  of  wet  lands  in  the  United  States.  Now  only  22%  million  significantly 
serve  our  migratory  waterfowl.  Ecologists  and  biologists  tell  us  that  a  minimum 
of  12%  million  acres  are  needed  if  all  the  present  known  species  of  waterfowl 
are  to  survive.  There  have  been  heroic  attempts,  through  the  sale  of  duck 
stamps  to  hunters,  to  acquire  these  necessary  wet  lands.  The  revenue  from 
these  sales  has  been  about  $5  million  a  year.  The  just-mentioned  House  and 
Senate  action  represents  an  attempt  to  supplement  the  moneys  received  from 
duck  stamp  sales  in  order  to  purchase  sufficient  wet  lands  before  they  go  out 
v  of  existence. 

What  might  seem  to  be  a  rather  lengthy  analysis  of  measures  not  before  this 
committee  is  to  suggest  the  inconsistency  of  having  a  crash  emergency  program 
to  effect  acquisition  of  sufficient  waterfowl  habitat  on  the  one  hand  and  on  the 
other  have  concomitant  legislation  that  would  cause  the  drainage  of  wet  lands. 
Competition  is  perhaps  the  essence  of  private  business  in  the  United  States,  but 
it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  one  branch  of  the  Government  should  be 
valiantly  competing  with  another  branch  for  existing  lands.  It  would  appear 
that  H.R.  8520  and  similar  measures  before  the  committee  would  bring  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  in  agreement  with  the  wetland  acquisi¬ 
tion  program. 

As  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  stands  at  the  present 
time,  there  is  incentive  for  the  drainage  of  some  wet  lands.  In  short,  this  would 
accelerate  wetlands  disappearance,  since  it  would  add  another  factor  to  the 
many  other  circumstances  that  have  been  causing  this  disappearance  in  the  past 
years. 

Certainly  the  future  for  waterfowl  in  the  North  American  Continent  will  be 
difficult  at  best.  Increasing  population  pressures  are  manifested  in  more  lands 
for  roads,  water  supply  areas  for  reservoirs,  and  city  extensions  complete  with 
commercial  and  residential  development,  will  undoubtedly  continue  to  take  their 
toll.  If  careful  management  and  vigorous  action  on  behalf  of  preserving  habitat 
for  waterfowl  is  not  undertaken  immediately,  serious  losses  will  come  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  consequence  of  the  events  just  mentioned. 

The  committee  is  therefore  urged  to  favorably  consider  H.R.  8520  and  related 
bills  since  it  is  our  belief  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
|  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  accelerate  the  drainage  of  these  needed  wet  lands. 


National  Audubon  Society, 

New  York,  August  17, 1961. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Conservation,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Poage:  The  National  Audubon  Society,  which  has  a  nationwide 
membership  and  more  than  300  local  branches  and  affiliates,  recommends  favor¬ 
able  consideration  by  your  subcommittee  of  H.R.  8510,  H.R.  8520,  or  one  of  the 
similar  bills  introduced  by  Congressmen  Saylor,  Dingell,  Zablocki,  Kastenmeier, 
Sikes,  and  perhaps  others. 

We  believe  the  Federal  assistance  for  drainage  which  benefits  relatively  few 
farmers  in  a  few  States  is  unwise  when  it  damages  and  threatens  the  continental 
waterfowl  resource  which  is  important  to  and  used  by  millions  of  citizens  through¬ 
out  the  Nation. 

Grave  questions  also  can  be  raised  about  the  advisability  of  draining  surface 
water  out  of  a  region  that  is  frequently  subject  to  serious  drought. 
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We  believe  the  proposed  legislation  would  be  more  effective  if  it  provided 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  prescribe  certain  criteria  for  potholes 
and  marshes  that  should  be  preserved  and  conditions  under  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  would  not  enter  into  contracts  for  drainage  assistance. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  H.  Gallison, 
Assistant  to  tlie  President. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:  liir.  a.m.  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-732 


LIMITATION  ON  WETLANDS  DRAINAGE  ASSISTANCE.  Prevents  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  from  providing  financial  or 
technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  any  farm 
in  South  Dakota,  North  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  if  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  makes  and  files  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  within  ninety  days  after  the 
application  of  the  landowner  for  drainage  assistance, 
a  finding  that  wildlife  preservation  would  be  materially 
harmed  on  that  farm  by  such  drainage,  and  that  preservation 
of  such  land  in  its  undrained  status  will  materially  con¬ 
tribute  to  wildlife  preservation. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  7, 1961 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for 

3  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act,  if 

^  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wildlife 
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2 


1  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  by  such 

2  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the  farm 

3  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  finding 

4  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.” 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


August  7, 1S61 

Mr.  Zablocki  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for 

8  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act, 

9  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that 
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1  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  banned  on  that  farm 

2  by  such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically 

3  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which 

4  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 

5  Agriculture/’ 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  7, 1981 

Mr.  Ivastenmeier  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  techncial  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 

8  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act, 

9  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild- 
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1  life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm 

2  by  such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically 

3  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which 

4  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary 

5  of  Agriculture.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
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H.  R.  8523 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  7, 1961 

Mr.  Sikes  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 

4  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  sec- 

5  tion  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “  (c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for 

8  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act,  if 

9  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild- 
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1  life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm 

2  by  such  drainage ;  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 

3  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 

4  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 

5  Agriculture.” 
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Mr.  Six,  president  of  Continental  Air¬ 
lines,  was  in  constant  attendance  at  the 
scene  and  was  in  contact  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  the  FAA,  the  local  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  his  own  em¬ 
ployes  aboard  the  aircraft  during  the 
9-hoUr  siege.  In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Six 
shoulasbe  most  pleased  with  the  conduct 
of  his  \mployees  and  should  be  per¬ 
sonally  congratulated  for  the  responsi¬ 
bility  and  determination  which  he,  as  the 
chief  executive  officer  of  the  company, 
showed  during^the  crisis. 

The  membeiA.of  the  crew  who  were 
involved  in  thisNfine  feat  were  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Byron  D.\  Richards,  captain; 
G.  L.  Wagner,  firstNofficer;  Norm  Sim¬ 
mons,  second  officer;  Lou  Finch,  director 
passenger  service;  Lois\Carnagey,  host¬ 
ess;  and  Tonie  Besset,  hostess. 

Certainly  all  members  of  the  aviation 
industry  should  be  proud  'of  the  way 
Continental  handled  this  temble  prob¬ 
lem  and  airline  passengers  ererywhere 
can  take  heart  in  the  reassertioV  of  the 
airlines  high  feeling  of  responsibility  and 
devotion  to  duty  as  shown  on\this 
occasion.  \ 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  join  with  my  Colorado  colleagues. 
Congressmen  Rogers,  Chenoweth,  and 
Dominick,  in  a  word  of  commendation 
to  Continental  Air  Lines  and  its  presi¬ 
dent  Bob  Six  for  the  fine  manner  in 
which  they  handled  the  attempted  hi¬ 
jacking  of  Continental’s  plane  at  El 
Paso  last  week.  When  I  heard  that  Mr. 
Six  had  gotten  in  touch  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  and  then  fol¬ 
lowed  explicity  the  wishes  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  the  matters  surrounding  the  at¬ 
tempted  holdup,  I  was  very  pleased.  My 
congratulations  to  Continental  and  its 
personnel. 


FACTS  ABOUT  THE  FOREIGN  AID 
PROGRAM 

(Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given* 
permission  to  address  the  House  fo vA. 
minute  and  to  extend  his  remarksrin 
the  Record.)  / 

Mr  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaken/l  am 
placing  in  the  Record,  as  an  (^tension 
of  my  remarks,  a  recapitulation  of  the 
funds  on  hand  to  the  credityof  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  program  asvuf  June  30, 
1961,  in  the  amount  of  J&,443  million. 
Most  of  this  money  is  to  pay  for  long- 
range  programs  and projects  now  in 
progress  and  under  ^instruction. 

Foreign  aid  projects  and  programs 
presently  are  on  ^T-year  planning  basis, 
or  for  even  longer.  Those  are  the  in¬ 
structions  thatrgo  out  to  the  field,  and 
that  is  the  tarais  for  handling  these  op¬ 
erations.  / 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  I^SSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man irom  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  want  to  compliment  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  on  the  very 
me  job  he  did  yesterday. 
f  Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 


Mr.  Speaker,  as  chairman  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Operations  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  I  feel  that  I  have  a  respon¬ 
sibility  to  provide  the  membership  with 
some  documented  facts  about  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program. 

If  the  executive  branch  succeeds  in 
getting  a  portion  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  Treasury  back-door  financ¬ 
ing  basis,  the  Congress  then  would  for 
all  practical  purposes  surrender  control 
of  the  purse  strings.  If  the  proposed 
legislation  is  approved : 

First.  The  executive  branch  would  no 
longer  have  to  justify  funds  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  financing  program.  Rather, 
the  legislative  branch  would  have  to 
show  sufficient  cause  for  making  any  re¬ 
duction.  It  would  require  an  act  of 
Congress  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the 
borrowing  authorization. 

Second.  The  executive  witnesses  ad¬ 
mit  that  once  given  this  authority,  they 
do  not  expect  the  Congress  to  attempt 
to  take  it  back.  > 

Third.  The  administration  could,  dp 
rectly  or  indirectly,  commit  the  erdnre 
$8.8  billion  during  the  first  fiscal  >y ear 
of  the  authorization,  and  these  commit¬ 
ments,  based  upon  the  inaccurate  esti- 
unates  of  cost  of  the  program  inrthe  past, 
could  lead  to  a  further  request  of  dou¬ 
ble,  or  triple  the  present  amount  to  bring 
the\)rograms  to  completiirin. 

Fourth.  In  effect,  the/executive  could 
commit  this  country'  to  the  entire 
amount ^before  the  >Congress  knew  to 
what  countries,  to  vmat  programs,  or  to 
what  projects  th&rtunds  would  go. 

Fifth.  The\ex»ecutive  prefers  not  to 
refer  to  the  pragram  as  a  loan  program, 
but  rather  a/f  a\development  financing 
program,  most  of  the  funds  would  be 
advanced A  a  50-yfcar-term  basis,  with¬ 
out  interest,  and  with  a  10-year  grace 
period/before  any  repayments  are  re¬ 
quire^.  \ 

Sjxth.  The  administration  refers  to 
this  as  a  5-year  program,  but  since  there 
vmuld  be  no  substantial  repayments  on 
'the  loans  for  10  years,  it  is  possible  there 
would  be  a  similar  request  after\he  first 
5  years.  Since  high  officials  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  admit  that  this  couldNbe  a 
30-year  program,  how  far  afield  could 
we  go  before  it  crushes  our  own  ecorvr 
omy,  already  strained  by  excessive1 
spending  and  deficit  spending? 

Seventh.  The  administration  proposes 
backdoor  spending  only  on  approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  the  total  annual  aid 
cost.  However,  the  executive  witnesses 
are  frank  in  stating  they  expect  other 
portions  of  the  program  to  be  shifted  to 
the  new  back-door-spending  approach. 
As  each  year  passes.  Congress  would  lose 
control  over  more  and  more  phases  of 
the  program. 

So  unfirm  have  been  the  estimates 
in  the  past,  and  so  uncertain  the  actual 
need,  that  even  after  the  Congress  re¬ 
duced  the  executive’s  requests  in  the 
past  6  years  by  $4M>  billion,  the  Congress 
still  appropriated  so  much  in  excess  of 
needs  that  the  cumulative  unobligated 
balances  for  the  same  period  exceeded 
$iy2  billion. 

The  Executive  witnesses  admit  that 
they  do  not  anticipate  better  programs 


or  better  projects,  but  the  need  is/for 
long-term  financing.  They  state/that 
some  nations  hesitate  to  entqi*  into 
needed  self -reforms  because  th<!y  could 
not  trust  America  to  fulfill  it f  commit¬ 
ments.  / 

Beautiful  phrases,  carefully  worded 
reports,  claims  and  executives  courtesies 
cannot  change  the  facttj  as  above  indi¬ 
cated.  The  record  of/the  hearings  thus 
far  held  by  our  subcjammittee  documents 
the  facts  I  have  presented. 

The  recapitulation  sheet  which  I  am 
extending  in  the  Record  indicates  the 
latest  estimate  of  unobligated  and  un¬ 
expended  funds  on  hand  June  30,  1961. 
Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  ( foreign-aid.  funds,  by  pro¬ 
gram Jand  amount  on  hand  unexpended, 


Junp  30,  1961) 

Military  assistance _ 1 _ $2,  519,  643,  000 

D^ense  support _  673,  491,  000 

Development  loan  fund _  1,  488,  758,  000 

(Development  assistance _  36,  632,  000 

Special  assistance _  207,  171,  000 

President’s  Asian  fund _  50,  757,  000 

President’s  contingency 

fund -  252,  106,  000 

Technical  cooperation,  bi¬ 
lateral _  155, 068, 000 

Technical  cooperation, 

United  Nations _  12,  900,  000 

Technical  cooperation,  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American 

States _  1,201,000 

Atoms  for  peace _  6,  959,  000 

Intergovernment  Commis¬ 
sion  for  European  Migra¬ 
tion -  5,  615,  000 

U.N.  Refugee  Fund _  800,  000 

Escapee  program _  4,  490,  000 

U.N.  Children’s  Fund _  8,  542,  000 

U.N.  Relief  and  Works 

Agency _  9,  274,  000 

Ocean  freight _  588,  000 

NATO  science  program _ _ 

Administrative  expense,  ICA  8,  494,  000 
Administrative  expense, 

State _  923,  000 


Grand  total _  5,  443,  412,  000 


Unexpended  funds  on  hand 

June  30,  1961 _  5,443,412,000 

Unexpended  funds  on  hand 

June  30,  1960 -  4,713,665,000 


Increase  in  unexpend¬ 
ed  funds  during  last 
fiscal  year _  729,  747,  000 


The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 


\  AMERICA 

(m\  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  giVen  permission  to  address  the 
House  fot  1  minute  and  to  revise  end 
extend  hisVemarks.) 

Mr.  JONESt  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  like\to  call  attention  to  a 
splendid  articiW  which  appeared  in 
yesterday’s  issueSpf  the  Sunday  Star, 
written  by  Dr.  Frederick  Brown  Har'is, 
Chaplain  of  the  U.SSySenate.  The  title 
of  this  article  on  theveditorial  page  is 
"Who  Sends  the  Worsts’’  in  which  Dr. 
Harris  says  among  other  things: 

Somebody  is  selling  America  down  the 
river.  Somebody  Is  exporting  America’s 
worst.  In  pictures  and  plays  sHnt  abroad, 
the  image  of  this  sweet  land  of  liberty  dis¬ 
played  before  the  eyes  of  the  multitudes  is 
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only  that  of  the  "ugly  American,”  but 
also  of  a  depraved  America. 

In\closing  the  article,  he  states: 

Who\mong  us  for  personal  gain  is  engag¬ 
ing  in  shch  traitorous  practices  as  they  in¬ 
terpret  liberty  as  license  to  betray?  Who¬ 
ever  they  ik-e,  the  spiritual  descendents  of 
Judas  who  f<k  the  lure  of  30  pieces  of  silver 
multiplied  by 'millions  are  dealing  in  lewd 
pictures  of  America  at  its  worst. 

When  the  worl\  depends  for  its  future  so 
largely  upon  America’s  best,  it  is  being  mali¬ 
ciously  shown  America’s  worst.  God  forgive 
'  them,  for  they  know  not  what  they  do. 

I  hope  all  AmericansNyill  read  this  arti¬ 
cle  which  appeared  in  the  Washington 
Sunday  Star  of  yesterday^  I  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  ask  permission  to  insert  the  arti¬ 
cle  because  I  am  sure  some' Member  of 
the  other  body  has  made  this\equest. 

. --- ^ 

THE  EFFECT  OF  DRAINAGE  PROJ¬ 
ECTS  ON  AMERICA’S  WILDLIFE 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  today  introduced  legis¬ 
lation  to  cover  the  situation  brought  up 
last  Thursday  when  the  agriculture  bill 
was  before  the  House.  Three  others  of 
our  colleagues  have  also  introduced  leg¬ 
islation  along  that  line — they  are  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Zab- 
locki]  ,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Kastenmeier],  and  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Sikes], 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  would 
deny  cost-sharing  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  farmers  for  drainage  projects 
which  the  Department  of  Interior  con¬ 
sider  to  be  materially  harmful  to  wildlife 
habitat. 

Prior  determinations  of  the  specific 
areas  of  the  farm  where  this  would  be 
so  must  be  made  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  notice  thereof  filed  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  order 
for  the  legislation  to  apply. 

Present  requirements  of  law  do  not 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
direct  the  withholding  of  cost-sharing 
assistance  from  drainage  projects  merely 
because  they  adversely  effect  wildlife. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  car¬ 
rying  out  a  program  for  the  acquisition 
of  wildlife  resources.  This  legislation 
will  strengthen  that  program. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  al¬ 
ready  has  authority  to  offer  lease  or  pur¬ 
chase  arrangements  to  the  farmer  whom 
this  legislation  deprives  of  assistance  in 
improving  the  agricultural  use  of  the  wet, 
land  area  of  his  farm. 

FORESTRY  BfeSEARCH 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  ifsked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  rjivise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McINjrtRE.  Mr.  Speaker,  like 
many  of  my  colleagues,  I  follow  with 
deep  interest  the  development  and  utili¬ 
zation  o/  our  forest  resources.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  the  past  10  years,  I  have 
beeiy  closely  associated  with  legislation 


relating  to  the  forest  industry  and  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service.  In  my  own  State  of 
Maine,  the  management  and  utilization 
of  forest  land  involves  one  of  the  greatest 
resources  of  the  Pine  Tree  State. 

A  sound  research  program  is  vital  to 
preservation  and  wise  use  of  these  re¬ 
sources.  It  is  recognized  by  Congress 
that  our  forest  areas  can  attain  their 
maximum  service  to  the  people  if  man¬ 
agement  is-  based  on  the  multiple  use 
principle. 

In  order  to  develop  the  skills  essential 
to  the  protection,  management,  and  uti¬ 
lization  of  our  forest  resources,  we  de¬ 
pend  on  our  forestry  schools  for  aca¬ 
demic  and  technical  training.  The  place 
of  the  schools  of  forestry  is  already  estab¬ 
lished.  These  schools  are  a  vital  part 
of  the  high  level  of  competence  in  the 
science  of  forestry  already  attained  in 
this  country.  Graduates  are  found  in 
every  aspect  of  our  forestry  economy. 
The  purpose  of  the  legislation  which  I 
am  proposing  is  to  build  an  even  stronger 
competency  in  this  field. 

The  bill  authorizes  such  sums  as  the 
ingress  may  wish  to  appropriate  to  be 
ushd  to  assist  accredited  State  schools  of 
forestry  in  expanding  forestry  researct 
Thesevfunds  would  be  administered 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  but  is 
understood  that  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
would,  of\ourse,  be  the  agencjym  the 
DepartmentNto  which  the  administrative 
functions  wouid  be  assigned.  Ac  program 
of  research  would  be  developed  by  the 
State  forestry  School.  Federal  funds 
would  be  matched  on  an  equal  basis. 
These  matching  funds  would  come  from 
State  or  private  sourcte/  A  national  ad¬ 
visory  board  of  not  le&Ndian  five  officials 
of  eligible  State  institutions  would  be 
chosen  by  a  majority  of  \hose  institu¬ 
tions.  In  making  apportionments,  con¬ 
sideration  would  be  given  tov  pertinent 
factors,  including  areas  of  nonrFederal 
commercial/forest  land  and  volume  of 
timber  coy annually  from  growing\tock. 
Research! would  be  directed  to  all  prob¬ 
lems  mated  directly  to  the  products 
protRtion,  and  utilization  of  our  fores 
resources. 

believe  that  this  legislation  is  a  con¬ 
tractive  step  in  assuring  this  country  of 
''a  stronger  program  of  forestry  research. 
It  would  also  strengthen  our  schools  of 
forestry  upon  which  this  country  depends 
for  the  training  of  those  who  will  man¬ 
age  these  resources  in  the  future. 

CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  the  Record 
of  July  27  and  August  3  in  the  following 
particulars: 

July  27,  page  12780,  top  of  column 
3,  fourth  line,  should  read: 

The  Department  found  an  effective  way  to 
stay  within  that  limit,  at  least  closer  than 
the  5-million-acre  feed  grain  discrepancy. 
I  would  point  out  that  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  have  a  considerable  stake  in 
this  discrepancy.  If  there  is  a  phantom  acre 
situation  to  the  extent  of  5  million  acres, 
they  have  paid  out  $160  million  for  nothing. 

August  3,  page  13546,  column  1, 
seventh  line,  should  read: 

Mr.  Findley.  We  heard  today  a  number 
of  statements  in  eloquent  and  proper  words 


protesting  the  invasion  of  American  rights 
at  the  hands  of  Castro’s  airplane  hijackers. 

I  think  it  ought  to  be  remembered  that  they 
liberty  of  the  American  people — includir 
the  American  farmers — can  be  invaded  v^y 
subtly  but  very  substantially  by  the  ArpCri- 
can  Government  itself. 

Remainder  without  error. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  Objection, 
the  corrections  will  be  made  Rcordingly. 

There  was  no  objection 


ANNUAL  REPORT,  OFFICE  OF  AT  .TEN 
PROPERTY,  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUS¬ 
TICE — MESSAGE/FROM  THE  PRES¬ 
IDENT  OF  THEr  UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  .message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the /United  States  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papeiV referred  to  the  Committee  on 
InterstaR  and  Foreign  Commerce: 

To  th£  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith,  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress,  the  Annual  Report 
the  Office  of  Alien  Property,  Depart- 
lent  of  Justice,  for  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1960. 

John  F.  Kennedy. 
The  White  House,  August  7,  1961. 


THE  CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  the  day  for 
the  call  of  the  Consent  Calendar.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  first  bill  on  the  calen¬ 
dar. 


LIMIT  PRIORITY  AND  NONDIS¬ 
CHARGEABILITY  OF  TAXES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4473) 
to  amend  the  Bankruptcy  Act  with  re¬ 
spect  to  limiting  the  priority  and  nondis¬ 
chargeability  of  taxes  in  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  this  is  the  first  of 
three  or  four  bills  on  the  calendar  today 
dealing  with  bankruptcy.  I  wonder  if 
someone  interested  in  this  legislation 
can  tell  me  whether  these  changes  in 
|Jie  law  are  made  necessary  by  reason 
ol  the  increase  of  bankruptcies  in  this 
country? 

FORRESTER.  I  do  not  think  the 
increase  of  bankruptcies  is  of  any  ma- 
terialit\  in  connection  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  legislation;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  bill  presently  before  us  more  or  less 
recognizes  tne  fact  that  the  Government 
has  moved  infco  the  tax  field  to  an  ex¬ 
tent  that  has  never  existed  before  in  our 
history. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  So  not  care  to  prolong 
this.  I  remember  earlier  in  this  session 
in  one  of  the  appropriation  bills  the 
funds  for  the  bankruptcy  courts  was 
substantially  increased.  \We  now  see 
these  bills  coming  on,  anotl  wondered 
if  there  were  any  connections,  I  do  know 
bankruptcies  in  this  countrK  are  in¬ 
creasing,  which  ought  to  be  notice  to 
the  Members  of  the  Congress  >f  the 
United  States  that  it  is  about  time  to 
stop  profligate  spending  on  unessential 
enterprises  of  one  kind  and  anothe 
That  is  the  point  I  wanted  to  make  anc 
the  reason  for  my  reserving  the  right 
to  object  to  this  bill. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  14, 1961 

Mr.  Metcalf  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 

4  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section 

5  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for 

8  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act,  if 

9  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wildlife 

I 


2 


1  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  hy  such 

2  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the  farm 

3  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  find- 

4  ing  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

5  ture.” 


•)/ 


1 1 


w 

CD 

P 

Pi 


8 


s 


OTQ 


C 

M 

CD 

P 

0 

Pi 

V 

o 


M 

ro 

Mi 

CD 

M 

n 

© 

Pi 


► 

d 

a 

d 

GO 

H 

M 

►P 


CD 

05 


fl>  g- 
CO  CD 


M  9 


© 

p 


w 

H«i 

5 

H 

O 

t> 


^  CD 
CD  O 

P  S3 

P-i  ga 


P 

cc 

w 


P 

O 

CD 

Hb 

O 

I-S 

t-J 

p 


p 

CPQ 

CD 


CO 

C 

c" 

CO 
CD 
O 
rt- 
Hi  * 

o 


co 

CD 

O 

rt- 


H 

o 

to-  p 

£  3 

o  CD 
d-  33 

3  ^ 

2  c+- 

'  tr1 
<*-  © 

CO 
o  o 

s£""t~  £!< 

p  Q 

W  Q 


O  cc 

Mg 

C5  P 
CD 


r-h 

o  g 


CO 

CD 

d 


Hb  d 


o 

CD 

*-* 

rr- 

P 

h-<  • 
2 


g-  & 
B..P  g 

c-f- 

tr>  ©  _ 
3  p  Pj 

.  .  pj  M 

p_,  o 


p 


o 

►— <  • 

p  P 


> 

g 

r 


00 

£w 
H  o 

02  O 

B  S 

£  O 
o  W 
«  H 
ui 
m 


CO 

NS 


h 


,  v 

,  A)>U 


I J 


i  M 


JMI  7/ 


r 


/ 


/ 


\  American  foreign  policy,  help  underdeveloped  countries,  and  relieve  human  sufV 
\fering."  pp.  15931-2  / 

10.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Sparkman  inserted  an  article  by  the  chairman  of  the  For/ign 

Policy  Clearing  House,  "Foreign  Aid  Fallacies  and  Facts."  pp.  16029-30/ 

11.  VETERANS'  BENEFITS.  As  reported  (see  Digest  137),  S.  349,  thi  propos/d  Veterans' 

Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  includes  provisions  as  follows! 

Provides  educational  or  vocational  training  assistance,  including  on-the-job 
and  institutional  on-farm  training  pursued  on  a  full-time  basis/'  to  veterans  who 
have  served  active  duty  between  Jan.  31,  1955,  and  July  1, /963,  for  a  period 
of  more  than  1(J0  days,  and  have  been  discharged  under  conditions  other  than  dis¬ 
honorable.  Benefits  would  be  determined  by  multiplying  lk/cimes  each  day  of 
active  military  service  up  to  a  maximum  of  36  months.  / 

Provides  that  v^erans  who  have  served  on  active  dut/between  Jan.  31,  1955, 
and  July  1,  1963,  for  a  period  of  more  than  180  days,  .and  have  been  discharged 
under  conditions  othefc  than  dishonorable,  shall  be  eligible  for  VA  guarantee 
Ji2SES  an<*  direct  loansNfor  the  purpose  of  purchasing  homes,  including  homes  on 
farms,  and  farmlands,  livestock,  machinery,  etc. /to  be  used  in  farming  operation 
conducted  by  the  veteran.  \Loans  would  be  made  by  banks  or  other  lending  insti¬ 
tutions  with  the  Government\guaranteeing  60  percent  of  a  loan  for  residential 
real  estate,  or  50  percent  ors^other  real  estate  loans,  with  guaranty  not  to 
exceed  $7,500  for  real  estate  Home  loans  or/$4,000  for  other  realestate  loans. 
Loans  on  farm  realty  would  have  maturities  up  to  40  years.  In  certain  rural 
areas,  the  VA  is  now  authorized  ta  lend  /p  to  $15,000  directly  to  the  veteran 
when  private  capital  is  not  availably  /or  a  guaranty  loan. 

Provides  for  vocational  rehabilitation  training  for  veterans  wit  h  a  service- 
connected  disability  of  10  percent  /r  ^nwre  arising  from  active  military  service 
either  between  the  end  of  World  War  II  fcJuly  25,  1947)  and  the  beginning  of  the 
Korean  conflict  (June  27,  1950) , /or  subsequent  to  the  end  of  the  Korean  conflict 
(Jan.  31,  1955).  /  \ 

12.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announce d\t hat  the  following  bills  have  been 

scheduled  for  consideration  this  week:  S.  174\the  wilderness  preservation  bill; 
H.  R.  2010,  the  Mexican  farm  labor  bill;  H.  R.  7391,  conservation  of  migratory 
waterfowl:  S.  543,  preservation  of  shoreline  areas!  and  H.  R.  2883,  defense  of 
suits  against  Federal /employees  arising  from  their  operation  of  motor  vehicles 
in  the  scope  of  their  employment,  pp.  16033,  1599 7-8\ 

13.  ADJOURNED  until  Mo<C  ,  Aug.  28.  p.  16034  \ 


14.  CONSERVATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  H.  R.  8520,  to 
limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands  when 
such  drainage  will  be  harmful  to  wildlife,  p.  D769 


LOANS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  Agri< 


n/ttee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  S.  19  27,  to  make  a  numb* 
/rents  to  simplify  and  clarify  the  operations  of  institutions  supervii 
'p.  D769 

FARM  MORTGAGE  CORPORATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Cred: 
Agriculture  Comnittee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  S.  1040, 
the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation,  p.  D769 


-4- 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


EASHORES .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Yarborough  discussing  his  bill  S 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Padre  Island  National  Seashore,  and 
tir^j  an  article,  "Tolbert:  The  Poop  on  Padre  Island."  pp.  A6697-8  / 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


EXPORTSs.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Pelly  supporting  H.  Res.  403,  ttb  create 
select  oommittee  to  conduct  an  investigation  of  the  administration^/operation, 
and  enforcement  of  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949,  and  saying,  "I/am  at  loss  to 
understanaXwhy  the  administration  is  allowing  the  export  from  the  United  States 
of  material sVthat  seem  to  me  to  be  of  great  strategic  military/value  to  the  Sino- 
Soviet  bloc."\p.  A6698 


19.  WILDLIFE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  an /article,  "Wisconsin's 
Outdoor  Laboratorffes--Preservation  of  Our  Scientific  Areas  Is  Vital  to  Human 
Welfare--They  Include  Virgin  Landscape  in  Which  Rattlesnakes  Are  as  Welcome  as 
Songbirds."  pp.  A6 70^-1 


HONEY.  S.  2472,  by  Sen.  McCarthy  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Humphrey),  to  authorize 
marketing  agreements  and  orders  under  section/8c  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  (as  reenacted  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1937),  as  amended,  with 
respect  to  honey;  to  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen. 
McCarthy,  p.  15927-8 


21. 


INDUSTRIAL  AGENTS.  S.  2467,  by  Sen  Hi! 
development  through  the  establishment 
the  Commerce  Committee. 


>hrey,  to  improve  commerce  and  industrial 
if  a  county  industrial  agent  program;  to 


22.  PERSONNEL.  S.  2468,  by  Sen.  Johnston,  to  increase  annuities  under  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act;  to  the/Post  Office  aHd  Civil  Service  Committee. 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS : 

Aug.  28;  Foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  conferees  (exec! 
Foreign  aid  appropriations,  S.  Appropriations  (exec). 
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the  general  education  bill  on  Thurs. ,  and  the  Mexican  farm  labor  bill  on  Fri. 

He  stated  that  Congress  might  be  able  to  adjourn  sine  die  "by  the  14th  or  15th 
of  September,  but  my  guess  would  be  we  will  finish  closer  to  the  1st  of  October*! 


16378-9 


HOUSE 


15.  FOREIGn\AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1983,  the  foreign  aid  author- 
izationNbill  (H.  Rept.  1088) (pp.  16510-32).  As  reported  by  the  conferees,  this 
bill  includes  the  following  provisions:  ./ 

Establishes  a  development  loan  fund  for  use  in  making  loans  to  underdeveloped 
nations  and\uthorizes  the  appropriation  of  $1.2  billion  in  fiscal  year  1962  and 
up  to  $1.5  billion  in  each  of  the  next  4  fiscal  years  for  this  new  development 
loan  program.  \  / 

Authorizes  $3oQ  million  for  fiscal  year  1962  for  development  grants  and  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation \or  aiding  underdeveloped  nations.  / 

Exempts  from  the\)0-50  cargo  preference  shipping  requirements  (for  shipments 
on  U.  S.  Flag  vessels'!  the  transportation  between  foreign  countries  of  goods 
purchased  with  foreignNcurrencies  acquired  under  thi/s  bill  or  under  Public  Law 
Afln  and  exempts  the  shipment  of  fresh  fruits  and  tneir  products  under  this  bill. 


Prohibits  use  of  funds  Nauthorized  by  the  bill/aor  the  purchase  of  bulk  com¬ 
modities  at  prices  higher  c^an  the  prevailing  njdrket  price  in  the  U.  S.,  adjus¬ 
ted  for  differences  in  transportation  costs,  quality,  and  terms  of  payment. 

Requires  that  insofar  as  practicable  surplus  agricultural  commodities  to  be 
furnished  on  a  grant  basis  must N?e  bought  ably  in  the  U.  S.  except  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  not  available  here  vn  sufficient  quantities  to  meet  emergency  con¬ 


ditions 


Provides  that,  with  respect  to  development  loans,  development  grants  and  sup¬ 
porting  assistance,  funds  in  excess  100, 000  cannot  be  obligated  until  engin¬ 
eering,  financial,  and  other  plans yneceVsary  to  carry  out  the  project  have  been 
completed  and  there  is  a  reasonattfy  firm\stimate  of  the  cost  of  the  project  to 
the  U.  S.,  and,  in  the  case  of  water  or  related  land  resource  construction  proj¬ 
ect,  plans  must  include  a  commutation  of  benefits  and  costs  made  insofar  as 
practicable  in  accordance  wion  Budget  Bureau  procedures  for  such  projects  in  the 


U.  S 


Provides  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  have  responsibility  for 
accounting  and  valuation/with  respect  to  foreign  credits  and  foreign  currencies 
owed  to  or  owned  by  thor  U.  S.  and,  in  carrying  out  phis  responsibility,  the 
Secretary  shall  issuy^regulations  binding  upon  all  agencies  of  the  Government. 
Gives  the  SecretaryXole  authority  to  establish  the  exchange  rates  at  which 
all  foreign  currencies  or  credits  are  to  be  used  by  all  government  agencies. 
Requires  each  Government  agency  to  report  to  the  Secretaryyjf  the  Treasury  an 
inventory  as  o^June  30,  1961,  showing  all  foreign  currencies  on  hand,  and  sim¬ 
ilar  reports  semiannually  thereafter,  for  use  of  the  Secretary  in  preparing 
consolidated/reports  to  Congress.  \ 

Includesr  administrative  provisions  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  an^provides  for  the  repeal  of  the  provisions  of  the  MutualNSecurity  Act 
or  1954/ as  amended,  except  for  certain  specified  sections.  \ 

16.  EDUCATION.  By  a  vote  of  170  to  242,  the  House  refused  to  consider  H.  KV  8890, 
toytoiend  Public  Law  815  and  Public  Law  874,  81st  Congress,  so  as  to  extend  pro¬ 
visions  for  Federal  assistance  for  schools  in  federally  impacted  areas  an\ad- 
yoitional  year,  and  to  extend  for  1  year  the  student  loan  program  cf  title  II\of 
/  the  National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  pp.  16452-3  \. 

/  Reps.  Hiestand,  Seely-Brown,  Mathias,  and  Lindsay  condemned  present  conside^- 

/  ation  of  this  bill.  pp.  16508,  16509-10 


make. 


the 


17.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  3801,  tc 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
joint  investigations  and  surveys  of  watershed  areas  for  flood  prevention 
conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water,  and  for  flp 
control  and  allied  purposes,  and  to  prepare  joint  reports  on  such  investigations 
aKd  surveys  for  submission  to  the  Congress  (H.  Rept.  1083).  p.  16534 

’he  Agriculture  Committee  approved  two  watershed  projects--Big  Ref6y  Creek, 
Ky.  ;\ind  Cane  Creek,  Tenn.  p.  D787 


18.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  didyrtot  actually 
report)  sy  1927,  to  make  a  number  of  amendments  to  simplify  an«a  clarify  the 
operations'of  institutions  supervised  by  FCA,  and  (with  amendments)  S.  1040,  to 
abolish  the\ederal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation,  p.  D787 


19.  LANDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

&7  302,  to  author-iae  tho  appropriation  of-  aa-additional  $2- -mi  11  ion— for  the  pu>- 

ehase lan4  wit-h-it*  tho  boundarioo  of  the  Superior  National  Forest,  R. 

"4934,  ter  -authirrige-  the  ^Sccre-tary  of  Agriculture;  fee-  mod-i-fy  certain  le&oeo  entered 


into  for-r-t-he- -provision  of  recreation  facilities  in  reservoir  areas;  and  (with 


amendments)  H.  R.  8520,  to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  draina/^ 
of  certain  wet  lands,  p.  D787 


20.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
with  amendments  S.  1107,  to  exempt  the  production  of  durum  wheat  in  portions  of 
Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties,  CcKLif.  (TuLelake  area),  from  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quota  restrictions^  p.  0/87 


21.  POULTRY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  \dted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H.  R.  7866,  to  amend  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  to  extend  the  applica¬ 
tion  thereof  to  the  Commonwealth  fit  Puerto  Rico.  p.  D787 


22.  GENERAL  SUPPLY  FUND.  The  Subcommittee  on  Government  Activities  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee  voted  ter  report  to  th^^ull  committee  H.  R.  8099,  to  remove 
the  limitation  on  the  maximum  capital  of  the  ^General  Supply  Fund,"  p.  D787 


23.  PERSONNEL.  Received  fron^Interior  a  proposed  biN  "to  amend  section  7  of  the  _ 
Administrative  Expenses^Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  \elating  to  travel  expenses  o(  1 
civilian  officers  anyemployees  assigned  to  duty  po^ts  outside  the  continental 
United  States."  p.^^6533 

The  Armed  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendroen^t  H.  R.  8765,  to  amend  and 
clarify  the  reemployment  provisions  of  the  Universal  Military  Training  and  Ser¬ 
vice  Act  (H.  R^pt.  1082),  p.  16534 


:e  Department  re- 
inist  nations. 


Lto  amend  the 


24.  FOREIGN  TRAD&f  Rep.  Mathias  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Commel 
garding  th^ sales  of  American  surplus  farm  commodities  to  Cor 
pp.  16508^9 

Received  from  the  Attorney  General  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill 
Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended."  p.  16533 

TJfe  Ways  and  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actual iV  report) 
wit^i  amendments  H.  R.  7692,  to  require  certain  new  packages  of  imported  articles 
tfi  be  marked  to  indicate  the  country  of  origin,  p.  D788 


25. 


IRGIN  ISLANDS.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  a  report  on  the  review  of 
certain  activities  of  the  Government  of  the  Virgin  Islands  for  the  fiscal  yeSf 
1960.  p.  16533  \ 
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Senate  passed  bills  to:  Exempt  certayfi  mig?tetofy  labor  children  from  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act;  establish  National  C^izens  Council  on  Migratory  Labor.  House  com¬ 
mittee  reported  foreign  <aid  appropriation  bill\  House  subcommittee  voted  to  report 
bill  for  participation  in  feed  gwfins  program  ofNfarms  on  which  summer  fallow  is 
practiced.  •  House  received  amendment  to  budget  foX^foreign  aid  appropriations.  Sen. 
Neuberger  commended  U3DA  deci%ffon  on  watered  hams. 


■) 


HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS^  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.^033,  the  foreign 
aid  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1107).  p.  16773 

Receivedr  from  the  President  "amendments  to  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
1962  involving  an  increase  in  appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $l\200  million  for 
the  Agency  for  International  Development"  (H.  Doc.  230);  to  Appropriations  Com- 
mitteaif  p.  16773 

rceived  from  the  President  "proposed  supplemental  appropriations  the 
amount  of  $8,414,000  for  various  agencies  of  the  executive  branch"  (H.>P°c.  231) 
t#  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  16773 


JHEAT.  The  "Daily, Digest"  states  that  "Committee  on  Agriculture:  Subcommit\ee 
on  Wheat  and  Subcommittee  on  Livestock  and  Feed  Grains  held  a  joint  meeting  and 
ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  8914  (amended) ,  to 
amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  in  regard  to  summer 
fallow."  p.  D801 


-  2  - 


3.  RECREATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  4934,  ro 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  modify  certain  leases  entered  into 
for  the  provision  of  recreation  facilities  in  reservoir  areas  (H.  Rept.  ,4104). 
p.  16773 


TRY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  7866,  to 
extend  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  to  Puerto  Rico  (H.  Rep^<  1105). 
p.  \$773 


5.  WETLANDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  8520,  to 
limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands 
(H.  Rept.  1106).  p.  16773  


6.  FOREIGN  TRADE  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President Jtfoe  fifth  annual  report 
on  the  trade  agreements  program  (H.  Doc.  234).  pp.  1055,  16774 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendmieints  H.  R.  7692,  to  amend 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  require  certain  new  packages  of  imported  articles 
to  be  marked  to  indicate  the  country  of  origin  (h/  Rept.  1102).  p.  16773 


7.  PERSONNEL.  The  Subconu^ttee  of  the  Post  Offica^and  Civil  Service  Committee 

voted  to  report  to  the  fyll  committee  H.  R.  065,  to  permit  certain  Government 
employees  to  elect  to  receive  compensation  yin  accordance  with  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Pay  Act  in  lieu  of ^certain  compensation  at  a  saved  rate.  p.  D801 


8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  It  was  agreed  tha^  the  public  works  appropriation  bill 
will  be  considered  on  Thurs. ,  Sept.  l/  p.  16756 


SNATE 


9. 


FARM  LABOR.  Passed  with  amendments  S.M132,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
a  National  Advisory  Council  on  MigratorV  Labor  to  advise  the  President  and  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  aiymatters  relating  to  migratory  agricultural  labor, 
pp.  16855-6 

Passed  with  amendment's.  1123,  to  amend \he  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  so  as 
to  provide  that  a  child/fnay  be  employed  in  agricultural  work  outside  of 
school  hours  if  he  is  Employed  by  his  parents  oh  the  home  farm,  or  if  he  is  U 
years  of  age  or  over/ or  if  he  is  between  12  an<^d4  years  of  age  and  works  V* 
within  25  miles  of  Jus  home  with  the  written  conseVrt  of  his  parents  or  if  his 
parent  or  person  standing  in  the  place  of  his  parenc^is  also  employed  on  the 
same  farm.  pp.  /6856-61 


PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES .  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1037,  fco  amend  the  Perishable 
Agricultural Commodities  Act  so  as  to  improve  and  clarify\rovisions  dealing 
with  the  eligibility  for  license  of  persons  guilty  of  specified  acts  and  per¬ 
sons  affiliated  with  them;  authorize  an  increase  of  license  f^es  from  $25  per 
year  tq^50,  except  for  retail  dealers  and  brokers  of  frozen  fn»its  and  vege¬ 
table^  eliminate  the  Export  Apple  and  Pear  Act  from  the  acts  administered 
witl^.icense  fees  received  under  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act 
an/authorize  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  Export  Apple  and  PeaVAct;  regu* 
:e  the  use  of  trade  names  by  licensees  to  prevent  deception;  provide  that 
Opportunity  for  an  oral  hearing  need  not  be  provided  in  reparation  casag  unless 
the  amount  in  dispute  exceed  $1,500  (instead  of  the  present  $500);  make 
clear  that  in  an  appeal  from  a  reparation  order  bond  must  be  filed  within'^0 
days  after  entry  of  the  order  and  provide  that  the  bond  shall  be  in  cash,  nego¬ 
tiable  securities,  or  the  undertaking  of  a  recognized  surety  company;  and  del 
license  suspension  in  case  of  appeal  until  all  judicial  appeals  have  ended, 
pp.  16802-4 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
1st  Session  j  |  No.  1106 
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September  1,  1961. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  andjardered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8520] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  8520)  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit  fi¬ 
nancial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorable  thereon  with  amendments 
and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  6,  strike  out  “  (c)”  and  insert  “  (e)”. 

Page  1,  line  7,  following  the  word  “agreement”  insert  “in  the  States 
of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota”. 

Page  2,  line  4,  strike  out  the  period  and  the  closing  quotation  marks 
and  insert  a  colon  and  the  following. 

Provided,  That  the  limitation  against  offering  such  financial 
and  technical  assistance  shall  terminate  one  year  after  the  date 
on  which  the  adverse  finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
was  filed  unless  during  that  time  an  offer  has  been  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State  government  agency 
to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner 
thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource.  The  provisions  of  this, 
subsection  shall  become  effective  July  1,  1962. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  conflict  and  overlapping  of 
two  different  Federal  programs — one  for  the  drainage  of  wetlands 
and  the  other  for  the  preservation  of  certain  wetland  areas  for  wild¬ 
fowl  propagation. 
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WETLANDS  DRAINAGE 


NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 


Migratory  waterfowl  breeding  grounds  in  the  United  States  are 
located  in  the  wetlands  plains  areas  of  central  northern  part  of  this 
country,  primarily  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and 
Minnesota.  In  this  area  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  carries  out  a  program  of  leasing  or  purchasing  such 
breeding  areas  and  thus  preserving  them  for  wildlife  purposes,  while 
at  the  same  time  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  through  its  soil 
conservation  programs,  provides  farmers  with  technical  and  financial 
assistance  in  the  draining  of  wetlands. 

Testimonay  before  the  committee  indicates  that  there  has  been  a 
high  degree  of  cooperation  between  the  two  agencies  of  Government 
in  carrying  out  these  programs  but  the  testimony  is  equally  clear  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  no  legal  authority  to  refuse  to 
render  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  a  farmer  in  the  draining 
of  wetland  areas  simply  because  those  areas  are  valuable  as  breeding 
grounds  for  migratory  wildfowl,  and  even  though  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  might  be  willing  to  lease  or  purchase  the  wetlands  in  ques¬ 
tion  under  its  program. 

This  bill  is  intended  to  remove  this  conflict.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  bill  which  will  prevent  any  farmer  from  draining  any  area  of  his 
land  he  may  wish  to  drain  at  his  own  expense.  It  merely  says  that 
under  certain  circumstances,  if  the  specific  wetlands  are  of  such  value 
to  wildlife  propagation  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  willing 
to  lease  or  acquire  them,  for  that  purpose,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  will  not  circumvent  this  program  by  assisting  the  farmer  either 
financially  or  technically  in  such  drainage. 


COST 


There  would  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  Government  as  a  result  of 
this  legislation. 


HEARINGS 


Hearings  were  held  on  several  similar  bills;  H.R.  8510,  by  Mr. 
Reuss;  II.R.  8511,  by  Mr.  Saylor;  H.R.  8512,  by  Mr.  Dingell;  H.R. 
8520,  by  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin;  H.R.  8521,  by  Mr.  Zablocki; 
H.R.  8522,  by  Mr.  Kastenmeier;  H.R.  8523,  by  Mr.  Sikes;  and  H.R. 
8688,  by  Mr.  Van  Pelt.  H.R.  8620,  by  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin, 
is  reported  herewith  as  amended  by  the  committee. 

At  the  hearings,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  numerous  organizations  interested  in  wildlife  and  con¬ 
servation,  and  several  members  of  Congress  appeared  in  favor  of  the 
bills.  No  witnesses  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  bills  although 
several,  including  Mr.  Andersen  of  Minnesota,  suggested  safeguards 
in  the  legislation  to  prevent  the  indiscriminate  blocking  of  Federal 
aid  to  farm  drainage  programs  generally.  The  committee  believes 
that  it  has  substantially  provided  in  its  amendments  the  safeguards 
suggested. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  first  committee  amendment  will  limit  the  application  of  this 
act  to  the  three  States:  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minne¬ 
sota. 
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The  second  committee  amendment,  comprising  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  the  bill,  has  a  twofold  purpose:  (1)  It  provides  that  the  find¬ 
ing  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  will  remain  in  effect  only  1  year 
unless  during  that  year  there  is  a  reasonable  offer  to  lease  or  purchase 
the  wetlands  involved  made  by  an  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
or  of  the  State  government;  (2)  it  established  a  definition  of  the  wet¬ 
lands  which  are  covered  by  the  intent  of  this  bill:  only  those  wetlands 
which  are  of  sufficient  value  to  wildlife  propagation  that  they  would 
be  leased  or  purchased  by  the  Interior  Department  or  a  State  agency 
for  wildlife  conservation  purposes  are  to  be  subject  to  the  limitation 
authorized  by  this  bill. 

The  findings  to  be  made  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
apply  only  to  specific  wetland  areas  on  farms  for  which  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  drainage  assistance  has  been  filed  by  the  farmer  with  the 
county  agricultural  committee.  Obviously,  a  certain  amount  of  time 
will  be  required  for  the  Interior  Department  to  carry  out  its  inspec¬ 
tion  of  these  areas,  make  its  determination,  and  file  a  finding  with 
the  local  committee.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  events,  there  is  nor¬ 
mally  a  certain  lapse  of  time  between  the  filing  of  an  application  for 
Federal  drainage  assistance  and  the  approval  of  that  application.  The 
committee  believes  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior,  with  the  assistance  of  the  county  agricultural 
committees  involved,  can  work  out  a  reasonable  procedure  for  per¬ 
mitting  the  Interior  Department  an  adequate  interval  in  which  to 
make  inspections  and  reports.  In  its  report  on  the  bill  the  Interior 
Department  suggested  that  90  days  might  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  inspection  in  an  efficient  manner.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  however,  that  with  the  proper  organization,  such  inspection 
and  report  can  be  made  in  a  lesser  time,  such  as  60  days. 

DEPARTMENTAL  APPROVAL 

Following  are  the  statements  recommending  enactment  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  made  by  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Department  of  Interior  at  hearings  on  the  bill. 

Statement  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  regarding  H.R.  8520  and  similar  bills,  presented  by 
Gladwin  E.  Young,  Deputy  Administrator,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
August  18,  1961  : 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  welcomes  this  opportunity 
to  appear  before  your  committee  to  discuss  H.R.  8520,  which 
would  prescribe  procedures  for  approval  of  agreements  to 
furnish  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  agricultural 
drainage. 

We  offer  no  objections  to  the  bill  under  interpretations 
we  set  forth  in  this  statement. 

We  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  recognizes  wildlife  as  a  valuable  asset.  Through 
coperative  programs  with  farmers,  this  Department  is  mak¬ 
ing  a  major  contribution  to  the  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  wildlife  resources.  These  are  positive  and  construc¬ 
tive  programs.  We  need  only  to  mention:  (1)  The  work  of 
the  Forest  Service,  not  only  in  national  forests,  but  also  the 
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nationwide  programs  of  farm  woodland  improvement  and 
protection  carried  out  cooperatively  with  States,  (2)  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers 
over  the  last  25  years  to  prepare  farm  conservation  plans  and 
watershed  projects  with  provisions  for  practices  of  direct,  as 
well  as  indirect  benefit  to  wildlife,  such  as  4}£  million  acres  of 
wildlife  area  treatment,  39,000  miles  of  windbreaks,  25,000 
miles  of  hedgerows,  and  8}{  million  acres  of  range  seeding; 
(3)  the  conservation  practices  applied  on  retired  cropland 
under  the  conservation  reserve  program,  including  more  than 
2  million  acres  of  trees,  19  million  acres  of  permanent  vegeta¬ 
tive  cover,  over  300,000  acres  of  annual  feed  and  cover  crops 
for  wildlife,  and  over  7,500  acres  of  cropland  converted  to 
marshland  management  for  wildlife;  and  (4)  the  tremendous 
contributions  to  wildlife  that  have  come  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  conservation  practices  by  farmers  with  ACP  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  which  include  among  others  1.7  million 
water  storage  reservoirs,  3  million  acres  of  tree  and  shrub 
plantings,  7  million  acres  of  timberstand  improvement,  and 
775  million  acres  of  vegetative  cover  established  or  improved 
during  the  past  25  years. 

At  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  new 
language  is  included  in  the  1962  Appropriation  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  ACP  financial  assistance  for  practices  where  the  direct 
benefits  are  for  wildlife.  This  means  that  beginning  with 
the  1962  program,  county  and  State  ASC  committees  can 
share  with  farmers  the  cost  of  practices  that  are  of  direct 
benefit  to  wildlife  conservation  while  at  the  same  time  pro¬ 
vide  other  soil  and  water  conservation  benefits.  Under  this 
authority  financial  and  technical  assistance  will  be  given  to 
farmers  for  the  development  or  restoration  of  shallow  water 
areas  for  wildlife,  for  constructing  ponds  and  dams  for  wild¬ 
life,  for  wildlife  cover  and  food  plots  and  other  practices  that 
will  enhance  wildlife  in  a  particular  county  or  State. 

Wildlife  as  we  know  it  in  the  United  States  is  largely  an 
agricultural  crop.  Like  other  agricultural  crops,  its  welfare 
rests  mainly  in  the  hands  of  farmers  and  ranchers.  More 
than  half  of  the  Nation’s  total  land  area  is  in  farms  and 
ranches  and  they  produce  most  of  the  wildlife  for  hunters  to 
shoot  at  or  for  others  to  see  and  enjoy.  Our  present  abun¬ 
dance  of  agricultural  wildlife  is  due  in  a  large  part  to  the 
soil,  water,  and  woodland  conservation  programs  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  assists  landowners  to  carry  out. 

We  would  emphasize  strongly  that  wildlife  production 
and  efficient  productive  farming  are  not  incompatible.  They 
do  exist  side  by  side. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  an  area  of  conflict  on  some 
farms  between  maximum  use  of  land  for  waterfowl  production 
and  profitable  farm  income.  Decisions  about  this  conflict  in 
use  of  land  and  water  rests  entirely  with  the  landowners. 
Whether  to  drain  land  to  increase  farm  income  is  a  decisison 
that  can  be  made  only  by  each  farmer. 

The  area  of  controversy  about  drainage  that  has  reached 
public  attention  involves  drainage  assistance  given  by  ACP 
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and  SCS  to  farmers  in  the  prairie  pothole  areas  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  POLICY  ON  DRAINAGE 

The  policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  respect 
to  drainage  is  based  on  the  principle  that  it  is  possible  and 
it  is  necessary  for  waterfowl  production  and  efficient  farming 
to  exist  side  by  side.  It  is  based  on  the  fact  that  national 
policy  has  given  definition  to  public  interest  in  both  efficient 
farming  and  wildlife.  A  solution  to  conflict  between  these 
two  major  uses  of  land  cannot  be  found,  therefore,  merely  by 
giving  one  type  of  use  complete  priority  over  the  other. 

A  condensed  statement  of  Department  policies  for  pro¬ 
viding  drainage  assistance  is  included  in  a  memorandum 
issued  February  21,  1957,  by  the  Administrators  of  SCS  and 
of  the  ACP  “Guidelines  for  Applying  Policies  in  Drainage 
and  Biology  in  the  Pothole  Section  of  Minnesota,  North 
Dakota,  and-South  Dakota.”  A  copy  of  that  memorandum 
is  attached  to  this  statement.  It  is  still  in  force  as  the  basic 
policy  statement  of  the  Department. 

This  policy  is  essentially  this:  Federal  funds  will  not  be 
used  to  assist  in  draining  land  for  the  purpose  of  developing 
new  farms  nor  for  the  primary  purpose  of  bringing  new  land 
into  agricultural  production.  The  Department  does  assist 
farmers  to  improve  their  operating  efficiency  by  helping  them 
to  apply  improved  farming  practices,  including  drainage  of 
existing  cropland  and  pastureland  whenever  such  drainage 
will  contribute  to  improvement  of  efficiency  on  individual 
farms.  Specific  instructions  to  Department  field  offices 
direct  that  in  giving  assistance  for  the  installation  of  drainage 
systems,  due  consideration  shall  be  given  to  the  maintenance 
of  wildlife  habitat.  Soil  conservation  districts  and  ASC 
committees  are  encouraged  to  give  consideration  to  wildlife 
in  planning  soil  and  water  conservation  practices.  Anyone 
who  has  observed  the  tremendous  beneficial  effects  of  soil 
and  water  conservation  work  on  farms  could  not  help  but  be 
impressed  'with  the  beneficial  effects  such  practices  have  had 
on  wildlife. 

Provisions  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program  limit 
cost-sharing  assistance  for  drainage  to  land,  based  on  actual 
recent  use,  that  is  cropland  devoted  to  the  production  of 
cultivated  crops  or  crops  normally  seeded  as  hay  or  pasture 
in  the  area.  Generally  land  must  have  a  history  of  such  past 
use  for  at  least  2  of  the  5  years  preceding  that  in  which  the 
practice  is  applied.  However,  in  the  States  of  North  Da¬ 
kota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota,  recognizing  the  special 
conditions  there  regarding  wildlife  habitat,  this  eligibility 
requirement  for  drainage  has  been  increased  by  the  State 
and  county  ASC  committees  to  3  out  of  the  last  5  years. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  efforts  to  implement  these 
policies  have  been  sincere  and  have  been  generally  successful. 
There  is  no  question  either  that  some  drainage  has  been 
carried  out  that  neither  the  agricultural  staff  nor  wildlife 
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staff  wanted  to  see  drained.  The  wildlife  interests  have  been 
seriously  handicapped  in  not  having  a  positive  program  of 
wildlife  improvement  to  supplement  the  efforts  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

In  recognition  of  this,  a  special  cooperative  effort  has 
been  made  during  the  past  year  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  review  requests  for  drainage  in  the  prairie  pothole 
area  and  to  report  to  the  county  ASC  committees  those 
cases  where  drainage  would  be  harmful  to  waterfowl. 

While  this  has  not  been  more  than  a  pilot  effort,  it  does 
give  some  basis  for  judging  the  expansion  of  essentially  this 
same  procedure  through  legislative  direction  as  proposed  in 
H.R. 8520. 

It  is  not  possible  nor  is  it  necessary  to  try  to  recite  here 
all  the  steps  taken  to  implement  the  Department  ’s  policies  of 
trying  to  deal  equitably  with  requests  for  drainage  assistance. 
It  is  important,  however,  for  the  record  to  show  not  only  that 
definite  restrictions  against  drainage  are  applied  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  when  major  wildlife  values  are 
involved,  but  also  to  show  that  a  positive  program  of  wildlife 
improvement  is  promoted  with  farmers  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  when  helping  them  with  drainage  problems. 

EXISTING  PROVISION  OF  LAW  WHICH  PROHIBITS  THE  SECRE¬ 
TARY  FROM  MAKING  RESTRICTIVE  CHANGES  IN  ACP 

For  the  1959  and  subsequent  programs,  the  language  of  the 
appropriation  act  has  provided  that  no  change  shall  be  made 
in  the  ACP  which  will  have  the  effect  in  any  county  of 
restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost  sharing  on  prac¬ 
tices  included  in  specified  prior  years  unless  such  change 
shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee.  This  has  the  effect  of 
continuing  any  practice  which  was  contained  in  a  county 
program  in  the  specified  base  period  unless  the  county  ASC 
committee  and  State  ASC  committee  recommended  its 
elimination  or  change.  With  respect  to  drainage  this  means 
that  the  Department  at  the  national  level  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  make  the  eligibility  requirements  for  drainage 
more  restrictive.  Neither  does  it  have  the  authority  to 
deny  assistance  for  drainage  practices. 

PROVISIONS  OF  H.R.  8520 

H.R.  8520,  as  we  interpret  it,  would  vest  in  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  the  authority  to  interpose  a  denial  of  financial 
and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  under  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  a  specifically 
identified  drainage  area  on  a  farm  where  he  has  found  that 
wildlife  preservation  would  be  materially  harmed  by  such 
drainage.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  would  make  such  a  finding  except  where  he  was  certain 
that  the  resultant  damage  to  wildlife  would  so  clearly  out¬ 
weigh  the  public  interest  in  the  conservation  and  use  of  the 
land  as  an  agricultural  resource  that  he  could  and  would 
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justify  to  local  people  the  basis  for  his  action.  While  the 
proposed  legislation  is  written  to  apply  nationwide,  wo  under¬ 
stand  that  the  problem  to  be  solved  is  confined  largely  to 
the  so-called  prairie  pothole  areas  of  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Minnesota.  We  understand  also  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  if  enacted  would  not  delay  our  going  ahead 
with  agreements  for  financial  and  technical  assistance  for 
drainage  of  areas  on  farms  regarding  which  specific  adverse 
findings  had  not  been  filed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
Unless  this  were  so,  our  conservation  programs  would  come 
to  a  halt  in  many  areas  and  on  many  farms  where  drainage 
would  not  in  any  way  be  detrimental  to  wildlife. 

Regardless  of  whether  this  bill  is  enacted,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  expects  to  continue  its  active  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  find  workable  solu¬ 
tions  to  this  problem.  We  expect  to  continue  to  promote 
the  conservation  of  wildlife  and  to  gain  the  cooperation  of 
farmers  to  this  end.  Furthermore,  we  shall  expect  to  make 
effective  use  of  the  new  provision  for  cost  sharing  for  wild¬ 
life  practices.  We  shall  continue  to  restrict  financial  and 
technical  assistance  for  drainage  to  lands  already  in  crops 
and  deny  assistance  for  bringing  new  land  into  crop  produc¬ 
tion.  We  shall  continue  to  emphasize  the  value  of  wildlife 
and  its  interrelationship  with  soil,  water,  and  forest  conser¬ 
vation  on  the  farms  and  ranches  of  the  Nation.  We  expect 
wildlife  conservation  to  continue  to  occupy  a  prominent 
place  in  the  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  shall  look  forward  to  an  expanded  positive  program  of 
wildlife  improvement  that  will  not  impose  on  farmers  the 
costs  and  sacrifices  of  maintaining  wildlife  for  the  sportsmen 
of  the  Nation. 

Statement  by  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries 
ind  Wildlife,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  on  H.R.  8510  and 
H.R.  8520,  before  the  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives,  August  18, 
[961: 

Our  Department  is  very  much  interested  in  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  H.R.  8510,  H.R.  8520,  and  similar  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  under  consideration  here  today.  For  more  than  10 
years  the  preservation  of  wetlands  valuable  for  'waterfowl 
has  been  the  most  serious  and  difficult  problem  of  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  As  a  result  of  treaties 
with  Mexico  and  Canada  and  implementing  statutes,  migra¬ 
tory  birds  have  been  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  over  40  years.  During  that  period  a  nationwide 
system  of  Federal  wildlife  refuges  has  been  established  at 
considerable  public  expense  to  insure  the  preservation  of  a 
nucleus  of  breeding  birds;  but  most  of  this  effort  will  have 
been  wasted  if  the  remaining  wetlands  still  in  private  owner¬ 
ship  are  converted  to  other  use. 

Wetlands  are  disappearing  rapidly.  Along  our  seacoasts 
and  around  our  cities  they  are  being  either  filled  or  drained  for 
housing  or  industrial  development.  Throughout  the  United 
States,  and  especially  in  the  Midwest,  intensified  efforts  are 
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being  made  to  drain  and  reclaim  them  for  agricultural 
crop  production. 

In  the  upper  Midwest  prairie  section,  the  most  important 
waterfowl  breeding  area  in  the  United  States,  thousands  of 
small  potholes  so  desirable  for  breeding  birds  are  being  con¬ 
verted  to,  and  improved  for,  the  production  of  wheat  and 
corn  each  year. 

Congress  has  recognized  the  problem  by  enacting  im¬ 
portant  wetland  preservation  legislation. 

Three  years  ago,  the  Congress  earmarked  all  duck  stamp 
receipts  for  acquisition  of  wetlands  by  purchase  or  lease,  and 
within  the  past  month  the  House  of  Representatives  passed 
a  bill  calling  for  an  advance  of  $150  million  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  over  a  10-year  period 
for  this  program. 

We  believe  that  with  this  current  legislation  our  essential 
wetlands  can  be  saved,  but  our  program  should  not  continue 
to  be  handicapped  with  a  competing  Federal  program  which 
acts  to  encourage  the  elimination  of  these  same  wetlands. 

The  similar  bills  under  consideration  today  should  greatly 
relieve  the  situation. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  grave  responsibility  placed  upon 
us  by  this  legislation.  It  involves  a  job  of  major  proportions, 
but  we  consider  it  so  important  to  the  success  of  our  overall 
wetland  preservation  program  that  there  seems  to  be  no 
alternative  but  to  undertake  this  responsibility  if  Congress 
agrees  this  is  desirable. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  under  no  circumstances  do  we 
question  the  right  of  the  landowner  to  drain  his  own  land. 

The  only  question  is  whether  Federal  funds  should  be  used 
to  encourage  him  to  do  so  if,  in  so  doing,  a  valuable  public 
natural  resource  is,  at  the  same  time,  being  destroyed. 
Neither  are  we,  as  a  wildlife  conservation  agency,  question¬ 
ing  all  drainage  assistance.  We  intend  only  to  recommend 
the  withholding  of  Federal  assistance  when  material  damage 
to  wildlife  is  involved.  This  is  how  we  interpret  the  language 
of  the  proposed  legislation. 

I  hope  this  committee  will  give  favorable  consideration 
to  legislation  on  this  subject. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  22,  1961. 

Hon.  William  Poage, 

Chairman,  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee,  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Poage:  At  the  hearing  held  on  August  18  on  II. R.  8510, 
H.R.  8520,  and  other  bills  concerning  drainage  of  wetlands,  you 
indicated  that  I  could  expand  my  statement  for  the  record  since  time 
did  not  permit  my  testifying  on  the  bills. 

There  are  two  matters  of  considerable  concern  to  us  on  which  I 
would  like  to  comment.  Our  first  concern  is  with  the  time  element. 
We  are  sure  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  agrees  with  us  that  a 
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program  involving  the  drainage  of  wetlands,  some  of  which  form 
essential  wildlife  habitat,  is  a  grave  responsibility.  The  favorable 
statement  of  that  Department’s  witness  on  H.R.  8f>20  indicates  their 
appreciation  of  the  problem.  However,  it  was  implied  that  it  should 
he  the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  have  a  recom¬ 
mendation  regarding  each  application  for  drainage  assistance  ready 
at  the  time  the  application  is  made.  An  inspection  program  covering 
all  applications  for  drainage  assistance  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  will  be  a  tremendous  job 
under  the  best  of  circumstances.  To  anticipate  the  nature  of  and  to 
make  prior  inspection  of  all  potential  applications  for  drainage 
assistance  would  be  an  impossible  task. 

We  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  agree  that  the 
interests  of  establishing  long-term  conservation  at  the  least  possible 
public  expense  would  be  better  served  by  an  alternate  method.  The 
most  efficient  use  of  funds  and  personnel  would  require  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  review  specific  applications  for  drainage 
assistance  and  report  his  findings  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
within  90  days.  The  report  of  our  Department  would  usually  be 
available  well  in  advance  of  that  time. 

The  subcommittee  expressed  some  interest  in  a  suggestion  that  the 
act  be  amended  to  set  up  a  definition  of  wetlands  valuable  to  wildlife 
which  would  be  satisfactory  to  all  concerned  under  all  conditions. 
The  problem  of  developing  such  criteria  has  plagued  the  two  Depart¬ 
ments  for  years,  and  actually  our  inability  to  establish  precise  criteria 
for  wetland  values  is  in  a  large  part  what  has  caused  the  subject 
legislation  to  be  introduced.  The  varying  requirements  of  wildlife, 
particularly  waterfowl,  at  various  times  of  the  year,  in  different 
latitudes  are  a  complicated  picture  at  best.  When  the  tremendous 
variability  of  water  supply  in  many  parts  of  the  country  is  considered, 
a  further  complexity  is  added. 

While  we  believe  that  the  job  is  one  that  calls  for  an  expert 
appraisal,  we  also  recognize  the  need  for  guiding  principles.  For 
example,  we  suggest,  and  we  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
would  agree,  that  wetlands  of  various  types  and  descriptions  similar  to 
those  for  which  we  consistently  make  offers,  either  for  purchase  or 
lease,  under  our  acquisition  program,  are  of  sufficient  value  to  wildlife 
that  a  recommendation  for  denial  of  assistance  is  warranted. 

We  are  no  more  anxious  to  withhold  drainage  assistance  from 
farmers,  where  such  drainage  will  not  adversely  affect  wildlife,  than  is 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  supported  our  Department’s  position  that  assistance 
should  not  be  made  available  to  aid  in  destroying  areas  that  are  of 
value  to  wildlife.  With  review  of  projects  as  contemplated  by  this 
measure,  and  with  judicious  appraisal  of  the  wetland  values  involved, 
we  see  no  reason  to  anticipate  that  our  Department  would  deny 
assistance  in  any  case  except  where  significant  wildlife  values  exist. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  many  times  gone  on  record 
supporting  this  position  and  has  done  so  in  their  statement  on  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 


D.  H.  Janzen,  Director. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  Amended 

LIMITATION  ON  OBLIGATIONS  INCURRED 

Sec.  16.  (a)  The  obligations  incurred  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  for  any  calendar  year,  the  provisions  of  sections  7  to  14,  inclusive, 
of  this  Act  shall  not  exceed  $500,000,000. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1)  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  within  the  amounts  of  such 
appropriations  as  may  be  provided  therefor,  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  of  not  to  exceed  ten  years  with  producers  in  the  Great 
Plains  area  determined  by  him  to  have  control  for  the  contract 
period  of  the  farms  or  ranches  covered  thereby.  Such  contracts 
shall  be  designed  to  assist  farm  and  ranch  operators  to  make,  in 
orderly  progression  over  a  period  of  years,  changes  in  their  crop¬ 
ping  systems  and  land  uses  which  are  needed  to  conserve  the  soil 
and  water  resources  of  their  farms  and  ranches  and  to  install  the 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures  needed  under  such  changed 
systems  and  uses.  Such  contracts  shall  be  in  effect  during  the 
period  ending  not  later  than  December  31,  1971,  on  farms  and 
ranches  in  counties  in  the  Great  Plains  area  of  the  States  of  Col¬ 
orado,  Kansas,  Montana,  Nebraska,  New  Mexico,  North  Dakota, 
Oklahoma,  South  Dakota,  Texas,  and  Wyoming,  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  susceptible  to  serious  wind  erosion  by  reason  of 
their  soil  types,  terrain,  and  climatic  and  other  factors.  The 
producer  shall  furnish  to  the  Secretary  a  plan  of  farming  oper¬ 
ations  which  incorporates  such  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  and  principles  as  may  be  determined  by  him  to  be  practicable 
for  maximum  mitigation  of  climatic  hazards  of  the  area  in  which 
the  farm  is  located,  and  which  outlines  a  schedule  of  proposed 
changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  use  and  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion  measures  which  are  to  be  carried  out  on  the  farm  or  ranch 
during  the  contract  period  to  protect  the  farm  or  ranch  from 
erosion  and  deterioration  by  natural  causes.  Under  the  contract 
the  producer  shall  agree — 

(i)  to  effectuate  the  plan  for  his  farm  or  ranch  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  outlined  therein  unless 
any  requirement  thereof  is  waived  or  modified  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection; 

(ii)  to  forfeit  all  rights  to  further  payments  or  grants 
under  the  contract  and  refund  to  the  United  States  all  pay¬ 
ments  or  grants  received  thereunder  upon  his  violation  of  the 
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contract  at  any  stage  during  the  time  he  has  control  of  the 
farm  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  violation  is  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  warrant  termination  of  the  contract,  or 
to  make  refunds  or  accept  such  payment  adjustments  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  if  he  determines  that  the 
producer’s  violation  does  not  warrant  termination  of  the 
contract; 

(iii)  upon  transfer  of  his  right  and  interest  in  the  farm 
or  ranch  during  the  contract  period  to  forfeit  all  rights  to 
further  payments  or  grants  under  the  contract  and  refund 
to  the  United  States  all  payments  or  grants  received  there¬ 
under  unless  the  transferee  of  the  farm  or  ranch  agrees  with 
the  Secretary  to  assume  all  obligations  of  the  contract; 

(iv)  not  to  adopt  any  practice  specified  by  the  Secretary 
in  the  contract  as  a  practice  which  would  tend  to  defeat  the 
purposes  of  the  contract; 

(v)  to  such  additional  provisions  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  and  includes  in  the  contract  to  effectuate 
the  purpose  of  the  program  or  to  facilitate  the  practical 
administration  of  the  program. 

In  return  for  such  agreement  by  the  producer  the  Secretary 
shall  agree  to  share  the  cost  of  carrying  out  those  conservation 
practices  set  forth  in  the  contract  for  which  he  determines  that 
cost-sharing  is  appropriate  and  in  the  public  interest.  The  por¬ 
tion  of  such  cost  (including  labor)  to  be  shared  shall  be  that 
part  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  effectuate  the  physical  installation  of  the  conservation  meas¬ 
ures  under  the  contract; 

(2)  the  Secretary  may  terminate  any  contract  with  a  producer 
by  mutual  agreement  with  the  producer  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  termination  would  be  in  the  public  interest,  and 
may  agree  to  such  modification  of  contracts  previously  entered 
into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  the  program  or  facilitate  the  practical  administration  thereof; 

(3)  insofar  as  the  acreage  of  cropland  on  any  farm  enters  into 
the  determination  of  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  the 
cropland  acreage  on  the  farm  shall  not  be  decreased  during  the 
period  of  any  contract  heretofore  or  hereafter  entered  into  under 
this  subsection  by  reason  of  any  action  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  such  contract  and,  under  regulations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  shall  not  be  decreased,  for  such  period  after  the  expiration 
of  the  contract  as  is  equal  to  the  period  of  the  contract,  by  reason 
of  the  maintenance  of  any  change  in  land  use  from  cultivated 
cropland  to  permanent  vegetation  carried  out  under  the  contract; 

(4)  the  acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  determined  under  regula¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  production 
of  any  commodity  subject  to  acreage  allotments  or  marketing 
quotas  in  order  to  carry  out  any  contract  heretofore  or  hereafter 
entered  into  under  the  program  or  in  order  to  maintain,  for  such 
period  after  the  expiration  of  the  contract  as  is  equal  to  the 
period  of  the  contract,  any  change  in  land  use  from  cultivated 
cropland  to  permanent  vegetation  carried  out  under  the  contract 
shall  be  considered  acreage  devoted  to  the  commodity  for  the 
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purposes  of  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
allotments  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended. 

(5)  in  applying  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Pubhc  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  relating  to  the 
reduction  of  storage  amount  of  wheat,  any  acreage  diverted  from 
the  production  of  wheat  under  the  program  carried  out  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  wheat  acreage; 

(6)  the  Secretary  shall  utilize  the  technical  services  of  agencies 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  determining  the  scope  and 
provisions  of  any  plan  and  the  acceptability  of  the  plan  for  effec¬ 
tuating  the  purposes  of  the  program.  In  addition  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  programs  of  State  and  local  agen¬ 
cies,  including  soil  conservation  districts,  having  for  their  pur¬ 
poses  the  objectives  of  maximum  soil  and  water  conservation; 

(7)  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  without 
fiscal  year  limitations,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  this  subsection:  Provided,  That  the  total  cost  of  the  program 
(excluding  administrative  costs)  shall  not  exceed  $150,000,000, 
and  for  any  program  year  payments  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

The  funds  made  available  for  the  program  under  this  subsection  may 
be  expended  without  regard  to  the  maximum  payment  limitation  and 
small  payment  increases  required  under  section  8(e)  of  this  Act,  and 
may  be  distributed  among  States  without  regard  to  distribution  of 
funds  formulas  of  section  15  of  this  Act.  The  program  authorized 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution 
of,  other  programs  in  such  area  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 
(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1961,  without  regard  to  provi¬ 
sions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural 
conservation  program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments  in 
amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the  production 
of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and 
increase  their  average  acreage  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  desig¬ 
nated  soil  conserving  crops  or  practices  by  an  equal  amount: 
Provided,  however,  That  any  producer  may  elect  in  lieu  of  such 
payment  to  devote  such  diverted  acreage  to  castor  beans,  saf¬ 
flower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appro¬ 
priate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an 
equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation  program  shall 
be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such 
payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  may 
be  made  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  not  in  excess  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
from  corn  and  grain  sorghums  on  the  farm  based  on  its  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in 
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kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to 
an  additional  20  per  centum  of  such  corn  and  grain  sorghum  acre¬ 
age.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made 
at  the  basic  county  support  rate  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of  the  normal  production 
of  the  acreage  diverted  from  corn  and  grain  sorghums  on  the  farm 
based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
acreage.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  nec¬ 
essary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and 
to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography.  The  Secretary  may  make  not 
to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance 
of  determination  of  performance. 

(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry 
out  this  section  16(c).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance 
of  appropriations  therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  included  in  carrying  out  section  3 
of  the  Act  which  added  this  subsection  to  this  Act. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing 
contracts. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1962,  without  regard  to 
provisions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural 
conservation  program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments 
in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  respectively, 
to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average  acre¬ 
age  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil 
conserving  crops  or  practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle 
land  by  an  equal  amount:  Provided,  however,  That  any  producer 
may  elect  in  lieu  of  such  payment  to  devote  such  diverted  acreage 
to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment, 
a  producer  (other  than  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described 
in  section  105(c)(4)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  who  par¬ 
ticipates  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  of 
1962  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  a  producer  who 
participates  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
1962  for  barley  must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in 
1959  and  1960.  Such  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
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shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments 
in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conser¬ 
vation  program  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum 
of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain 
sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to 
twenty  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or 
in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1961  crop  in 
effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1962  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1961  and  1962  crops 
may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of 
up  to  an  additional  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  I 
the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the 
crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional 
acreage  may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 

1961  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payments  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1962  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect 
any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1961  and 

1962  crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley, 
not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the 
acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its 
adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acre¬ 
age.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation 
practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures, 
and  topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in  making 
determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  determina-  ' 
tion  of  performance. 

(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry 
out  this  section  16(d).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance 
of  appropriations  therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962, 
and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section 
133  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing 
contracts. 
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(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement  to 
■ provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a 
finding  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm 
by  such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identif  ying  specifically  the  farm  and 
the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  finding  was  made,  has 
been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 


- 

■ 


87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  475 

H.  R.  8520 

[Report  No.  1106] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  7, 1961 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 

September  1, 1961 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “-(e)-  (e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter 

7  into  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South 

8  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  as- 

9  sistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of 


I 


2 


1  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding 

2  that  wildlife  preservation  will  he  materially  harmed  on  that 

3  farm  hy  such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifi- 

4  cally  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to 

5  which  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secre- 

6  tary  of  Agriculture:  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against 
1  offering  such  financial  and  technical  assistance  shall  ter- 
8  minate  one  gear  after  the  date  on  ivhich  the  adverse 
^  finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  dur- 

ing  that  time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
H  Interior  or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  pur- 

12  chase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl 

13  resource.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  become  effec- 

14  tive  July  1,  1962.  " 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committees  reported  supplemental  appropriation  bill  and  addi- 

tional-supergrades  bill.  Senatar committees  reported:  Additional- supergrades 
bill.  Youth  Conservation  Cor bill.  DelawareXiver  Basin  compact  bill.  Sen. 
Keating  criticized  and  Sens .^rroxmire  and  HumphreV  and  Rep.  Fountain  and  Smith, 
Iowa,  commended  feed  grain^^rogram.  Senate  agreeavto  conference  report  on  Labor- 
HEW  appropriation  bill.  R4p.  Coad  objected  to  appointment  of  conferees  on  Mexican 
farm  labor  bill.  House  debated  public  works  and  conference  report  on  State-Justice 
appropriation  bills.  S^fn.  Neuberger  and  others  introdiXgd  and  Sen.  Neuberger  and 
Reps.  Breeding  and  M^y  discussed  wheat  bills. 

HOUSE 

APPROPRIATIONS/  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.^R.  9169,  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  for  1962  (H.  Rept.  1175)  (p.  18(^8).  The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  the^rollowing  items  for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration:  (I)  ^arm 
Housing  Grants  and  Loans  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  87-70,  which  amends  the 
Housing/Act  of  1949,  $10,000,000  (same  as  budget  estimate);  (2>\additional 
amount/for  Salaries  and  Expenses,  $1,000,000  (budget  estimate,  $a^400,000) 
inclining  $125,000  (budget  estimate,  $250,000)  for  farm  housing  research;  and 
(3}/a  language  proposal  making  not  to  exceed  $8,000,000  of  the  $37,^^0,000 
c/ntingency  authorization  for  farm  operation  loans  provided  in  the  19^2 
Agricultural  Appropriation  Act  available  for  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Loans 
(budget  estimate  did  not  earmark  any  specific  portion  of  the  contingencyNaut- 
horization) . 

The  Committee  recommended  that  the  budget  estimate  of  $47,200,000  for  a  hew 
appropriation  "Emergency  Relocation  of  Grain"  be  denied,  commenting,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


-2- 


”Civil  defense:  Emergency  relocation  of  grain. --The  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  $47,200,000  request  to  relocate  wheat  from  current  storage 
sites  to  locations  close  to  metropolitan  areas  be  denied.  This  proposal 
to  store  unmilled  wheat  which  is  unusable  in  that  form  deserves  fortifier 
study.  Substantial  sums  have  already  been  provided  for  civil  defejtfse 
icluding  $27,800,000  in  a  recent  bill  for  an  emergency  survival /ood.  pro¬ 
gram."  , 

The\ill  also  includes  under  the  Department  of  Commerce  a  supplemental 
appropriation  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1962  for  the  Area  RedevejCopment  Admin- 
istrationXincluding  $5,500,000  (budget  estimate,  $11,000,000^ for  adminis- 
trative  expenses,  including  technical  services,  of  the  Depa&ftnent  of  Commerce 
and  delegate  agencies. 

The  bill  alho  includes  under  the  Department  of  Labor  a/ supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  estimate  for  expenses  necessary  to  carry  into  /t feet  sections  16 
(occupational  training)  and  17  (retraining  subsistence' payments)  of  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act,  l^ncluding  grants  or  reimbursements  to  States,  of  $14,000, 

000,  of  which  $10,000^000  shall  be  available  for  occupational  training  and  re¬ 
training  payments  to  unemployed  and  underemploye d/individuals  in  redevelopment 
areas.  \  /  (J 

The  Committee  denied  a\Commerce  Department  /request  for  $1  million  addition** 
al  funds  for  Federal  participation  in  the  Century  21  Exposition. 

Agreed  to  the  conference  import  on  H.  Ry'7371,  the  State-Justice  appropri 
ation  bill,  and  began  action  on  amendment^  in  disagreement,  pp.  17950-4 

Began  debate  on  H.  R.  9076,  \he  public  works  appropriation  bill,  pp 
17962-8004,  18009-11. 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Saylor,  providing  that  n&part  of  the  funds  appropriated  shall  be 
available  for  conducting  a  survey  of  pump- back  storage,  p.  17993 

By  Rep.  Jensen,  114  to  135,  to  strike  out  provisions  for  the  construction 
of  certain  power  lines  o yi  the  Uppe\  Colorado  River  project,  pp 
17994-8001 


2.  SUPERGRADES.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  H.  R.  7377,  to  inc/ease  the  limitation  o\  the  number  of  supergrades,  and 
on  the  number  of  research  and  development  positrons  of  scientists  and  engin- 
eers  for  which  special  rates  of  pay  are  authorized^ (H.  Rept.  1170).  p.  18028 


3.  WETLANDS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  8520,  to  limit  financial  and  technical 
assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands,  pp.  17954-7 


The  ^Daily  D^gestfr  states  that  ^Conferees,  in  executf^e  session,  agreed  to 

file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  S^nate-and  House- 
passed  versions  of  H.  R.  7391,  to  promote  the  conservation  \f  migratory  birds 
by  the  acquisition  of  wetlands.”  p.  D841 


PURCHASING.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
authorize  any  Federal  agency  to  waive  performance  and  payment  bo 
WTSy.  p.  18028 


R.  8741,  to 
(H.  Rept. 


PERSONNEL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  739,  to  remove  the  present  1  lire- 
nent,  contained  in  the  Pay  Act  of  1960,  that  ASC  county  committee  emp]  es 

with  past  service  purchase  credit  for  such  service  within  a  two-year  i  fcd 

from  July  10,  1960,  to  modify  the  method  of  computing  interest  earnings 
special  Treasury  issues  held  by  the  civil  service  retirement  and  disability' 
fund,  and  to  provide  for  permanent  indefinite  appropriations  for  the  retire¬ 
ment  fund.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  17950 
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As  with  its  original  authorization  to  initi¬ 
ate  Commission  action,  allegations  must  be 
ibmitted  in  writing,  under  oath,  or  affirma¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  permitted  to  act  on  mere 
hearsay  or  rumor.  Unlawfully  according  the 
franchise,  as  well  as  its  denial,  is  made  a 
grounfcl  for  Commission  action.  And,  as  is 
alreadyVhe  case,  primary  elections,  as  well 
as  general  elections,  are  embraced  within 
the  scope  \f  its  broadened  responsibilities. 

The  proposed  amendment  is  not  directed 
at  any  locality,  party  or  election.  Rather 
it  is  responsiv<No  a  long  felt  general  need. 
Charges  of  voting  irregularities  have  prob¬ 
ably  been  made  i\  every  election  since  the 
founding  of  the  Republic.  For  the  most 
part,  such  allegations  have  been  without 
foundation.  But_  occasionally  in  our  his¬ 
tory  chicanery  has  oceu\ed  and,  because  of 
the  lack  of  effective  machinery  charged  with 
the  responsibility  to  investigate,  has  gone 
unpunished  and  unexposed\to  the  public 
view. 

Belief  in,  and  respect  for,  theNintegrity  of 
the  methods  by  which  our  leadership  is 
chosen  must  be  maintained.  If  feer  that 
belief  and  respect  are  lost,  our  ifeedoms 
will  likewise  be  lost. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  the\ro- 
posed  amendment  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
insuring  the  preservation  of  the  integrit 
of  the  ballot  in  this  country. 

Attached  hereto  and  made  a  part  of  this 
report  is  a  letter  dated  August  7,  1961,  from 
the  President  to  the  chairman,  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  House  of  Representatives, 
a  letter  dated  July  20,  1961,  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  and  a  letter  dated  May 
12,  1961,  from  the  Commission  on  Civil 
Rights. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  greater  right 
that  a  human  being  has,  if  you  talk 
about  civil  rights  in  America,  a  free 
society,  a  representative  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  than  the  right  to  vote  by  either 
the  majority  or  minority.  This  amend¬ 
ment  was  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  the 
people  in  America  the  assurance,  so  far 
as  the  Civil  Rights  Commission  could  do 
it,  that  they  would  enjoy  the  right  to 
vote  and  to  have  the  vote  counted.  In 
other  words,  give  somebody  the  authority 
to  investigate  flagrant  voting  fraud 
cases,  of  which  I  have  evidence  in  sub¬ 
stantial  quantity  in  my  files  and  which 
has  been  carried  in  the  press.  This  mat¬ 
ter  of  vote  frauds  has  been  discussed  all 
over  the  country  in  the  past. 

The  result  of  adding  this  substardffve 
rider  limiting  it  to  extension  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  the  other  body  and  bymging 
it  in,  in  the  form  of  a  part  of/a  con¬ 
ference  report,  denies  the  House  any 
opportunity  of  working  its  y. ill  on  the 
substantive  legislation  itself,  and  of 
greater  importance,  on  Ane  important 
clean  elections  amendment  that  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Commitjfee  on  the  Judici¬ 
ary.  It  does  not  givoAhe  House  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  considy'ing  it. 

I  discussed  wiHf  the  Parliamentarian 
how  this  amendment  approved  by  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  might 
be  considered  under  the  circumstances, 
with  a  mo/on  pending  to  recede  and 
concur  or/o  recede  and  concur  with  an 
amendment  offered  by  the  other  body, 
and  iX'as  informed  that  is  a  priority 
mothm,  therefore  no  parliamentary  pro¬ 
cedure  could  be  had  except  to  vote  that 
ation  down,  which  in  the  makeup  of 
ae  House  at  the  present  time  is  an 
impossibility.  No  motion  to  consider  this 


clean  elections  amendment  would  be  in 
order. 

This  indicates  the  shortcomings  of  the 
procedures  of  this  body  that  permits 
such  a  rider  added  to  an  appropriation 
bill  in  the  Senate  to  be  included  in  a 
conference  report  with  no  opportunity 
for  this  body  to  work  its  will  on  the  sub¬ 
stantive  matter  itself. 

Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  POFF.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman 
if  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  has  asked  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  to  grant  a  rule? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Well,  whether  he  has 
asked  or  not,  I  could  not  say  definitely. 
But  he  certainly  has  not  been  success¬ 
ful.  The  distinguished  chairman  of  our 
Judiciary  Committee  is  quite  persuasive 
in  other  matters  with  respect  to  acquir¬ 
ing  a  rule  and  a  rule  would  be  forth¬ 
coming  if  the  leadership  wanted  it,  espe¬ 
cially  with  the  stacked  Rules  Committee. 
It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  he  woulc 
not  have  been  able  to  acquire  a  ruie 
had  he  pressed  for  it  or  if  the  leadership 
ranted  it  and  that  we  would  havo^  had 
ti^e  Civil  Rights  Commission  extension 
legislation  as  a  substantive  maater  on 
the  Itoor  of  this  House  to  be  oonsidered 
on  itsfeierits,  as  well  as  the  amendment 
that  w 36  enacted  rather  than  as  a  rider 
in  a  conference  report  ojr  an  unrelated 
appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  POFN.  It  is  o*y  understanding 
that  the  Commission/ is  authorized  un¬ 
der  the  parenlNlegi/ation  to  investigate 
charges  of  the  dg/al  of  the  right  to  vote 
on  account  of  ra/ek creed  or  color.  The 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Judiciary 
Committee  expandeck  the  authority  of 
the  Commission  to  authorize  investiga¬ 
tions  of  flnarges  of  deprivation  of  the 
right  to/iote  by  means  o\fraud  or  any 
illegahact;  is  that  correct? 

Mar  CRAMER.  The  gentlffean  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  In  effect,  icS.  protects 
for  everyone  the  basic  constitutional 
lght  to  vote  and  to  have  thi\  vote 
rcounted;  that  is,  the  civil  rights  Being 
protected.  It  protects  those  rights  >or 
all  Americans,  not  only  for  the  minorit 
members.  That  was  the  objective  in¬ 
volved. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  3  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
will  not  object  to  Mr.  Cramer  having  3 
additional  minutes,  but  I  do  want  to  vote 
on  this  other  bill  before  we  forget  what 
the  matter  is  all  about. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ment  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  gentleman  from  Florida  is 
recognized  for  3  additional  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope 
the  gentleman  will  share  my  concern 
about  my  clean  elections  amendment 


which  was  offered  in  the  Judiciary  Cony' 
mittee  and  approved  by  the  Judiciary 
Committee  in  the  Civil  Rights  Extension 
bill.  The  committee  instructed/  the 
chairman  to  request  a  rule  on  the/xten- 
sion  of  the  Civil  Rights  Commis/on  with 
the  vote  fraud  amendment.  Such  a  rule 
was  not  forthcoming.  Her  e/e  get  in  the 
dying  days  of  the  session /this  substan¬ 
tive  piece  of  legislation-/the  extension 
of  the  Civil  Rights  Coimmssion  as  a  rider 
to  an  appropriation  hill,  with  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  whatsoever  to  work  the  will  of 
the  House  on  an  amendment  offered  by 
this  body. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  If  the 
gentleman  wifi  yield  further,  the  fact 
that  my  good  friend  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]  iy arguing  the  matter  as  he  is, 
is  conducive  toward  my  feeling  that  I 
should /upport  his  position. 

Mix/ CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
manrfrom  Minnesota.  I  just  wish  there 
w^re  a  parliamentary  procedure  whereby 
were  able  to  get  in  this  substantive 
'tie  an  elections  provision  at  this  time. 
The  only  recourse  now  is  to  vote  down 
the  motion  to  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  rider,  amendment  No.  25. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  reported 
favorably  on  this  amendment,  and  in 
that  report  said  as  follows : 

If  it  is  true  that  the  denial  of  freedom 
to  any  American  is  a  diminution  of  freedom 
to  all  Americans,  then  we  cannot  tolerate 
restrictions  on  the  franchise  from  any  quar¬ 
ter — for  any  cause.  If  the  constitutional 
right  to  vote  is  worth  protecting  through 
a  Federal  agency  for  any  Americans,  it  is 
worth  protecting  through  such  agency  for 
all  Americans. 

Can  anyone  argue  with  that? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Virginia,  the  chairman  of  the  Rules 
Committee. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  With  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  question  as  to  whether  an 
application  was  made  to  the  Committee 
on  Rules  for  a  rule  to  bring  out  the  judi¬ 
ciary  bill,  I  want  to  say  as  chairman  of 
the  Rules  Committee  that  to  my  knowl¬ 
edge  no  request  was  ever  made  for  a 
rule.  I  did  not  know  the  bill  had  been 
^reported  by  the  Judiciary  Committee. 
Based  upon  the  way  the  Rules  Com- 
;tee  is  now  constituted,  there  cer- 
taifl^y  would  have  been  no  question  about 
your  inaving  had  an  opportunity  to  get  a 
rule  and  have  the  matter  debated  fully 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CMMER.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chah-man  of  the  Rules  Commit¬ 
tee.  Does  thkdistinguished  chairman  of 
the  Rules  Committee  feel  that  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  this  legislation  has  been 
considered  by  tacking  on  a  substantive 
rider  to  an  appropriations  bill  for  the 
extension  of  the  Civri  Rights  Commis¬ 
sion  and  not  permitting  the  House  to 
consider  it  or  my  clean  ejections  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  way  to  legislate? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia. \l  think  not 
only  in  this  instance,  but  iiV  other  in¬ 
stances  it  is  an  outrageous  abfee  of  the 
parliamentary  procedure,  and  tfl^  House 
should  not  stand  for  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  agree  and  I  fl^ank 
the  gentleman. 
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\  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  purpose  for 
winch  it  was  done  was  to  avoid  the  vote 
fraHd  amendment  which  was  adopted  by 
the Judiciary  Committee,  and  avoid  the 
HouseShaving  the  opportunity  to  work 
its  will\>n  the  question.  There  is  no 
doubt  birkwhat  the  House  would  have 
approved  mis  amendment. 

It  will  be  iW  objective  in  the  future  to 
press  for  the\passage  of  this  obviously 
necessary  amendment  protecting  the  civil 
right  of  everyone\to  vote  when  the  civil 
rights  matter  is  up\for  further  consider¬ 
ation  or  in  the  nest  session  when  we 
have  an  opportunity  no  work  our  will  on 
the  merits.  \ 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question.  \ 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York.  \ 

The  question  was  taken;  andNnn  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Sikes)  mere 
were — ayes  61,  noes  18.  \ 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to.  \ 
Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to' 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of  Sep¬ 
tember  7,  further  consideration  of  the 
pending  motion  and  the  remaining 
amendments  reported  in  disagreement 
will  be  postponed  until  tomorrow. 


WET  LANDS  DRAINAGE 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  8520)  to 
amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to 
add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to 
limit  financial  and  technical  assistance 
for  drainage  of  certain  wet  lands. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
will  I  have  an  opportunity  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  this  bill? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  the  gentleman  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection,  with  the  understanding  that 
I  will  have  the  opportunity  to  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Soli  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended,  Is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  section  16  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not 
enter  into  an  agreement  to  provide  financial 
or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drain¬ 
age  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act,  if 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a 
finding  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  ma¬ 


terially  harmed  on  that  farm  by  such  drain¬ 
age  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifi¬ 
cally  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm 
with  respect  to  which  the  finding  was  made, 
has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  1,  line  6,  strike  out  “(c)”  and  insert 
“(e)”. 

Page  1,  line  7,  following  the  word  “agree¬ 
ment”  insert  “in  the  States  of  North  Dakota, 
South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota”. 

Page  2,  line  4,  strike  out  the  period  and 
the  closing  quotation  marks  and  insert  a 
colon  and  the  following,  “Provided,  That  the 
limitation  agains  offering  such  financial  and 
technical  assistance  shall  terminate  one 
year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse 
finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was 
filed  unless  during  that  time  an  offer  has 
been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to 
purchase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner 
thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  July  1,  1962.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Andersen  of 
Minnesota:  On  page  2,  line  6  after  the  word 
“Agriculture”  insert  “within  90  days  after 
the  filing  of  the  application  for  drainage 
assistance”. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extends  his  remarks). 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  proceed  for 
an  additional  5  minutes.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  While  I  have  no  author¬ 
ity  to  speak  for  anyone  other  than  my¬ 
self,  I  am  glad  to  accept  the  gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  think  the 
amendment  does  improve  the  bill  con¬ 
siderably.  I  might  say  to  my  colleague, 
I  am  trying  to  be  reasonable  in  this 
matter. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  has 
given  me  an  opportunity  to  examine  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  a  good  amend¬ 
ment  and  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
am  willing  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  a 
few  questions  in  order  that  we  may  have 
a  little  legislative  history  brought  into 
the  Record  at  this  point,  so  that  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  as  to  this  bill  will 
be  clearly  on  record. 

The  first  question  I  would  like  to  direct 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas  is  this:  I 
am  disturbed  by  the  fact  that  in  this 
bill  there  is  not  exact  definition  as  to 
what  constitutes  “wet  lands.” 


What  do  you  think  is  the  proper  defini¬ 
tion  of  wet  lands  as  the  committee  has 
adopted  it  and  has  referred  to  it  in  the 
report? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Well,  there  is  no  defini¬ 
tion  of  wet  lands  as  such  in  the  bill,  for 
two  different  reasons.  First,  the  com¬ 
mittee  explored  this  subject  rather  thor¬ 
oughly  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  would  be  virtually  impossible  to  write, 
in  legal  language,  a  satisfactory  defini¬ 
tion  defining  wet  lands  which  would  be 
applicable  to  all  possible  areas  which  the 
committee  wants  covered  by  the  bill  and 
not,  perchance,  applicable  to  some  others 
that  we  do  not  want  to  cover. 

Second,  the  committee  felt  that  an 
academic  definition  of  wet  lands  as  such 
is  not  necessary  nor  even  relevant  for 
the  purposes  of  this  bill. 

The  only  question  here  is  what  wet¬ 
land  areas  are  to  be  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  legislation.  This  question 
the  committee  has  answered  in  the  pro¬ 
viso  which  has  been  added  at  the  end  of 
the  bill,  and  in  doing  so  has  provided  a 
practical  working  definition  of  wet  lands 
which  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
legislation.  As  explained  on  page  3  of 
the  committee  report,  this  proviso  in  it¬ 
self  establishes  an  effective  definition  of 
wet  lands  for  the  purposes  of  this  bill. 
Only  those  wet  lands  in  the  three  States 
affected  by  the  bill  which  are  of  such 
value  to  the  propagation  of  wildfowl  and 
:  other  wildlife  that  they  would  be  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
'  or  by  a  State  agency,  either  by  lease  or 
by  purchase,  for  purposes  of  wildlife 
propagation,  are  wet  lands  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Would 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  agree  with 
me,  then,  that  unless  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  is  willing  to  make  a  definite, 
bona  fide  offer,  they  will  have  no  further 
restrictions  upon  this  particular  wetland 
area? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect.  If,  during  the  course  of  the  year 
following  the  filing  of  an  objection, 
neither  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
nor  a  State  has  made  a  reasonable  offer 
to  lease  or  purchase  the  wet  lands  in 
question,  their  right  to  object  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  drainage  application  would 
be  extinguished.  I  think  that  is  per¬ 
fectly  clear  in  view  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  that  the  right  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  file  objections  against  the 
drainage  application  must  be  exercised 
within  90  days  after  the  application  is 
filed.  This  would  preclude  beyond  any 
question  the  right  of  the  Department  to 
come  in  after  a  year  of  inactivity,  as  the 
gentleman  has  suggested,  and  file  an¬ 
other  objection. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  In 
connection  with  the  definition  of  these 
wet  lands,  the  bill  speaks  of  them  as 
such,  but  there  is  room  for  disagreement 
as  to  what  does  constitute  wet  lands. 

Now,  the  farmers  in  my  area  of  Min¬ 
nesota  call  such  areas  potholes,  and  they 
are  a  nuisance,  in  that  they  hinder  farm¬ 
ing.  But,  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  may,  under  this  bill  consider  such 
spots  wet  lands  and  say  they  are  neces- 
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sary  and  must  be  preserved  for  the  nest¬ 
ing  of  ducks. 

Another  thing:  This  bill  is  applicable 
only  to  the  States  of  Minnesota  and  the 
Dakotas. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  does  seem  to  me — 
I  am  not  going  to  insist  on  my  amend¬ 
ment  by  posing  this  issue — but  it  does 
seem  to  me  that  if  this  legislation  is  good 
legislation  for  Minnesota  and  the  Dako¬ 
tas,  it  really  should  be  good  legislation 
for  the  entire  Nation.  If  these  potholes 
or  wet  lands  are  so  important  that  they 
must  be  preserved  in  these  particular 
States  then  we  should  preserve  them  in 
the  rest  of  the  country. 

One  other  question:  You  have  said 
that  the  1-year  time  limit  would  begin 
to  run  as  of  the  filing  of  the  objection  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Now, 
suppose  that  neither  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  nor  any  State  agency  makes 
any  such  definite,  bona  fide  offer  to  ac¬ 
quire  the  wet  lands  during  the  1-year  pe¬ 
riod,  can  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
then  come  in  at  the  end  of  the  year’s 
time  and  say  to  my  fanners  “Well,  we  are 
going  to  object  to  your  proposed  drain¬ 
age”?  Can  they  interpose  another  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  I  answered  that 
question  rather  fully  a  few  moments  ago. 
Categorically  the  answer  is  “No,”  it  can¬ 
not,  and  once  having  failed  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  bill  and  mak¬ 
ing  a  reasonable  offer  within  the  1  year, 
the  right  of  the  Department  to  interpose 
an  objection  is  extinguished. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  One 
further  question :  What  does  the  commit¬ 
tee  mean  by  the  term  “reasonable  offer”? 
This  term  does  not  occur  in  the  bill  itself, 
but  it  is  contained  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  on  page  3.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior  may  think  an  offer  is  reasonable, 
but  the  farmer  may  say  “I  do  not  think 
that  is  a  reasonable  offer,  I  do  not  agree 
with  it.”  What  recourse  does  the  farmer 
have? 

Mr.  POAGE.  May  I  say  that  we  in 
the  committee  had  some  discussion  on 
this  very  point,  and  it  seemed  to  us  that 
“reasonable  offer”  would  be  clearly  an 
offer  comparable  to  those  which  had  re¬ 
cently  been  made  to  buy  or  lease  a  com¬ 
parable  parcel  of  wetland  in  the  same 
area  and  which  had  been  accepted  by  the 
farmers  involved. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Texas  for  his 
courtesy  in  this  matter,  and  the  detailed 
explanation  just  given  me,  just  by  way 
of  legislative  history  in  the  record. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  should  like,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Tex¬ 
as,  who  has  just  been  answering  ques¬ 
tions  propounded  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota,  to  answer  a  couple  of  ques¬ 
tions  on  the  Andersen  amendment.  The 
Andersen  amendment  would  place  a 
statutory  limit  of  90  days  upon  the  time 
given  the  Department  of  Interior  to  file 
an  objection  to  a  proposed  drainage  ap¬ 
plication.  This  is  90  days  from  the  time 
the  application  is  filed  with  the  county 


committee  by  the  farmer.  But  there 
is  no  time  established  by  the  bill  within 
which  the  county  committee  must  notify 
the  Interior  Department  that  the  ap¬ 
plication  has  been  filed.  Suppose  a  com¬ 
mittee  either  by  inadvertence  or  design 
does  not  notify  the  Interior  Department 
promptly  of  the  filing  of  the  application 
so  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
very  little  time,  or  perhaps  even  no  time 
at  all,  in  which  to  file  its  objection? 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  cannot  permit  this  to  happen 
and  I  cannot  believe  that  he  would  do 
so.  This  is  a  special  provision  of  law 
applying  to  only  a  certain  type  of  con¬ 
servation  program  application.  It  es¬ 
tablishes  a  statutory  time  in  which  an¬ 
other  department  of  the  Government 
must  take  action  on  such  applications. 

1  think  it  is  clearly  incumbent  by  the 
very  nature  of  the  statute  upon  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  promulgate 
regulations  which  would  require  that  one 
of  the  procedures  which  must  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  County  Committee  before 
it  can  approve  any  such  drainage  ap¬ 
plication  is  an  extremely  prompt  notifi¬ 
cation  of  the  Interior  Department  that 
the  application  has  been  filed.  I  believe 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
both  the  responsibility  and  the  authority 
to  make  some  such  regulation  and  from 
the  very  cooperative  way  in  which  these 
agencies  have  worked  together  in  the 
past,  I  am  abundantly  sure  that  he  will 
do  so.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  prob¬ 
lem  proposed  by  the  gentleman  will 
arise. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Andersen 
of  Minnesota  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 

2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  yield  fur¬ 
ther? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  this  additional 
question: 

Suppose  the  county  committee  looks 
at  an  application  for  drainage  and  de¬ 
cides  on  its  own  that  there  are  no  wet 
lands  of  significance  to  the  wildfowl  con¬ 
servation  program  on  the  man’s  farm? 
Can  it  make  this  decision  and  go  ahead 
and  approve  the  application  without  re¬ 
ferring  it  at  all  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  it  certainly  cannot. 
Here  again  the  very  nature  of  this  special 
legislation  will  make  it  obligatory  upon 
the  Depai'tment  of  Agriculture,  presum¬ 
ably  acting  through  the  county  com¬ 
mittee,  to  notify  the  Interior  Department 
promptly  of  every  application  for  drain¬ 
age  which  is  filed  in  the  three  States  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill.  The  bill  .  gives  the 
Department  of  the  Interior — not  the 
county  committee — the  statutory  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  this  decision.  I  do  not 
see  how  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
could  justify  approval  of  such  an  ap¬ 
plication  without  referring  it  to  the  In¬ 
terior  Department. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  for  his  answers  and  the  gen¬ 


tleman  from  Minnesota  for  his  courtesy 
in  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  conclusion  I  may  say  that 
while  I  have  extreme  reservations  rela¬ 
tive  to  this  legislation,  I  do  not  want  to 
be  considered  adamant  in  my  line  of  rea¬ 
soning.  Consequently,  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  amendments  I  have  sent  to  the  desk 
are  adopted,  I  shall  withdraw  my  ob¬ 
jection  to  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  urge  passage  of  H.R. 
8520,  as  it  would  eliminate  the  existing 
inconsistency  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture’s  farm  drainage  program  and 
the  Department  of  Interior’s  wetlands 
preservation  program.  I  introduced  this 
bill  on  August  7,  and  identical  or 
similar  bill  have  also  been  intro¬ 
duced  by  my  colleagues,  the  gentle¬ 
men  from  Wisconsin,  Congressman 
Clement  Zablocki,  Congressman  Henry 
Reuss,  Congressman  Robert  Kasten- 
meier,  and  Congressman  William  Van 
Pelt,  and  by  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Congressman  John  Dingell,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Congress¬ 
man  John  Saylor,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  Congressman  Robert 
Sikes. 

The  problem  which  this  legislation 
would  solve  is  a  pressing  one.  Currently, 
the  Agriculture  Department  furnishes 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to 
farmers  for  drainage  of  wet  lands  under 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 
At  the  same  time,  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  is  conducting  a  program  for  the 
purchase  or  lease  of  wet  lands  in  order 
to  save  our  dwindling  duck  population. 
Present  requirements  of  the  law  do  not 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
withhold  cost-sharing  assistance  from 
drainage  projects  merely  because  they 
adversely  affect  wildlife. 

Here  we  have  two  programs  which  are 
operating  at  cross-purposes.  Clearly,  we 
must  resolve  his  conflict  of  interest  in 
order  to  prevent  the  taxpayers’  money 
from  being  wasted  because  two  programs 
are  working  against  each  other. 

My  bill  provides  that  no  contract  for 
agricultural  conservation  program  assist¬ 
ance  can  be  entered  into  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  with  a  farm  operator 
for  drainage  of  land  in  North  Dakota, 
South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior  has  determined  that 
wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially 
harmed  by  the  proposed  drainage  project. 
Prior  determination  of  the  specific  areas 
of  the  farm  where  this  would  be  so  must 
be  made  by  the  Department  of  Interior 
and  filed  with  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  order  for  this  legislation  to 
apply.  The  limitation  against  offering 
Federal  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  for  such  drainage  shall  terminate  1 
year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse 
finding  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior  was 
filed  unless  an  offer  has  been  made  dur¬ 
ing  that  time  by  the  Interior  Department 
or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or 
purchase  the  wetland  area  from  the 
owner  as  a  waterfowl  refuge. 

Mr.  Speaker,  such  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  two  departments  will  insure 
a  coordinated  approach  to  a  problem  of 
great  concern  to  conservationists  across 
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the  Nation.  The  region  north  and  east 
of  the  Missouri  River  in  the  Dakotas 
and  western  Minnesota  is  still  referred 
to  as  the  last  important  duck  factory  in 
the  United  States.  This  was  originally 
a  glaciated  area  of  undulating  grass¬ 
lands,  pockmarked  by  thousands  of  shal¬ 
low  lakes  and  potholes.  According  to 
Thomas  A.  Schrader  of  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  this  tristate  region, 
which  is  the  area  affected  by  H.R.  8520, 
may  at  one  time  have  produced  15  mil¬ 
lion  ducks  a  year. 

Proof  of  its  value  for  duck  production 
is  the  use  still  being  made  of  its  remain¬ 
ing  water.  It  is  the  favored  mating  and 
nesting  area  for  blue-winged  teal,  pin¬ 
tail,  mallard  and  other  species  in  lesser 
numbers.  In  normal  years,  it  still  turns 
out  from  3  to  4  million  ducks,  which  dis¬ 
perse  into  all  four  flyways  as  they  wing 
southward  to  wintering  grounds. 

Continued  high  production  from  the 
prairie  potholes  is  essential  to  the  future 
of  waterfowl  hunting  throughout  the 
Mississippi  and  central  flyways.  Band 
returns  from  2,063  mallards,  gadwalls 
and  pintails  banded  in  June,  July  and 
August  within  the  prairie  pothole  region 
of  the  United  States  show  that  the  ducks 
were  shot  in  40  States,  Canada,  Central 
America  and  South  America. 

Of  redheads  banded  in  the  pothole 
region  during  the  same  months  and  re¬ 
covered  away  from  the  immediate  band¬ 
ing  area,  13.5  percent  were  taken  in  the 
Atlantic  Flyway.  Of  the  pintails  re¬ 
covered  away  from  the  immediate  band¬ 
ing  area,  19.2  percent  were  shot  in  the 
Pacific  and  Atlantic  Flyways  in  the 
United  States  and  in  British  Columbia. 
It  is  plain  that  prairie  pothole  ducks  con¬ 
tribute  to  good  waterfowl  hunting  in 
most  parts  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  1936,  Congress  passed 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act.  It  was  the  basis  for  the 
subsidization  of  many  worthwhile  soil 
conservation  practices  such  as  strip¬ 
cropping,  terracing,  contour  plowing 
and  tree  planting.  However,  the  pro¬ 
visions  for  Federal  aid  for  the  drainage 
of  farm  wet  lands  have  been  indiscrim¬ 
inately  used  and  abused.  Since  1936, 
agricultural  drainage  has  been  respon¬ 
sible  for  destroying  5,602,241  acres  of 
wet  lands  in  Dakota  and  Minnesota 
alone.  Each  year,  about  3  percent  of 
the  remaining  wet  lands  in  this  area  are 
lost  to  federally  subsidized  drainage 
projects. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture’s 
Soil  Conservation  Service  has  estimated 
that  127  million  acres  of  natural  wet 
lands  originally  existed  in  all  the  States 
lying  south  of  the  Canadian  border.  In 
1956,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Interior  estimated 
that  74,439,000  acres  of  wet  lands  re¬ 
mained.  This  is  slightly  over  58  per¬ 
cent  of  the  original  acreage. 

Of  these  remaining  wet  lands,  8,819,- 
900  acres  were  classified  as  having  high 
value  for  waterfowl  and  13,616,500  acres 
as  having  moderately  high  or  significant 
value.  This  total  of  22,436,400  acres 
constitutes  just  a  little  over  30  percent 
of  the  remaining  wet  lands  as  of  that 
date.  In  the  4  years  which  have  elapsed 
since  these  estimates  were  made,  wet 


lands  have  continued  to  disappear  both 
temporarily  and  permanently. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  handwriting  is  on 
the  wall.  Immediate  action  is  neces¬ 
sary  if  we  are  going  to  save  our  conti¬ 
nental  flights  of  waterfowl. 

The  Department  of  Interior  already 
has  the  authority  to  offer  to  lease  or 
buy  wet  lands  for  migratory  bird  refuges 
and  nesting  areas.  A  bill  to  accelerate 
this  Federal  wetlands  acquisition  pro¬ 
gram  has  already  passed  the  House,  and 
the  Senate  has  passed  an  amended  ver¬ 
sion.  Under  the  accelerated  program 
provided  for  in  this  legislation,  it  would 
be  possible  for  farmers  to  sell  or  lease 
their  wet  lands  to  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  at  a  satisfactory  price.  The 
1-year  limitation  on  the  withholding  of 
Federal  assistance  for  drainage  of  wet 
lands  provided  for  in  H.R.  8520  will  in¬ 
sure  the  farmer  against  undue  delay  in 
the  lease  or  purchase  of  such  lands  for 
waterfowl  refuges. 

When  hearings  were  held  on  H.R.  8520 
before  the  Conservation  and  Credit  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  both  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  strongly  supported  the  measure. 
While  the  testimony  indicated  that  the 
two  Departments  have  endeavored  to 
cooperate  on  coordinating  the  drainage 
and  wetlands  acquisition  programs,  it 
was  equally  clear  on  the  point  that  the 
Agriculture  Department’s  hands  are  now 
legally  tied.  USDA  has  no  legal  author¬ 
ity  to  refuse  to  give  technical  and  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  to  a  farmer  in  the  drain¬ 
age  of  wetland  areas  simply  because 
those  areas  are  valuable  as  breeding 
grounds  for  migratory  wildfowl,  and  even 
though  the  Interior  Department  might 
be  willing  to  lease  or  purchase  the  wet¬ 
lands  in  question  under  its  acquisition 
program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  8520  is  intended  to 
eliminate  this  conflict.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  bill  to  prevent  any  farmer  from 
draining  any  area  of  his  land  he  may 
wish  to  drain  at  his  own  expense.  It 
merely  states  that  if  the  specific  wet¬ 
lands  are  of  such  value  to  wildlife 
propagation  that  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  is  willing  to  lease  or  acquire  them 
for  that  purpose,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  not  circumvent  this  pro¬ 
gram  by  assisting  the  farmer  either  fi¬ 
nancially  or  technically  in  such  drainage. 

On  September  1,  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  issued  a  news  release  titled 
“Wildlife  to  Benefit  from  New  Features 
of  Conservation  Program.”  It  read,  in 
part,  as  follows: 

The  Department  also  is  supporting  legis¬ 
lation  now  under  consideration  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  which  will  limit  financial  and  techni¬ 
cal  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wet¬ 
lands  in  the  three-State  area  of  Minnesota, 
North  and  South  Dakota. 

The  bill,  H.R.  8520,  has  been  reported 
favorably  by  the  House  Agricultural  Com¬ 
mittee.  It  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  limit  financial  or  technical  assistance 
for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  where  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  finds  that  drainage  will 
be  harmful  to  wildlife. 

Other  legislation  provides  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior  may  lease  or  purchase  the 
wetland  area  as  a  waterfowl  resource.  Where 
no  offer  to  lease  or  purchase  is  made,  drain¬ 
age  assistance  may  be  given. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  we  hear  of  the  days 
when  ducks  and  geese  were  so  numerous 
that  they  darkened  the  sky  in  their 
spring  and  fall  migrations  between  win¬ 
tering  grounds  in  the  South  and  sum¬ 
mer  nesting  areas  in  the  North.  But 
those  days  are  gone  forever.  As  I 
pointed  out  before,  the  alarming  decline 
came  when  farming  brought  drainage 
of  the  wetland  area  and  destroyed  more 
than  half  of  the  nesting  range  of  ducks 
in  the  prairie  pothole  region.  The  addi¬ 
tional  corn  and  wheat  produced  as  a 
result  of  this  drainage  can  be  recorded 
as  a  gain  in  the  dollar-and-cents  ledger, 
but  the  change  has  left  us  poorer  in  the 
waterfowl  resource  account,  which  is 
kept  in  a  different  set  of  books. 

In  calculating  the  value  of  further 
drainage,  two  factors  must  be  con¬ 
sidered.  First,  since  the  most  economi¬ 
cally  drainable  land  has  been  drained, 
any  future  drainage  is  likely  to  be  more 
difficult  and  less  rewarding.  Second, 
with  increasing  demand  and  decreasing 
supply,  the  duck  has  become  vastly  more 
valuable.  In  pioneer  days,  the  value  of 
a  duck  was  expressed  in  cents  per 
pound,  but  today,  waterfowl  values  do 
not  find  true  expression  behind  a  dollar 
sign.  They  have  recreational,  social, 
and  cultural  values  which  make  their 
meat  values  appear  almost  inconse¬ 
quential. 

Secretary  of  Interior  Stewart  Udall 
has  said  that  the  necessity  to  meet  the 
outdoor  needs  of  our  people  now  and 
in  the  future  will  in  all  likelihood  be 
the  sharpest  and  most  consistent  pres¬ 
sure  on  our  land,  water,  and  forests  in 
the  years  ahead.  It  is  our  responsibility 
to  see  to  it  that  there  will  .be  sufficient 
outdoor  recreational  area  available  to 
our  increasing  population  so  that  our 
children  and  their  children  may  enjoy 
the  outdoor  opportunities  which  we  have 
had.  H.R.  8520  will  help  us  to  meet  that 
responsibility  by  protecting  our  price¬ 
less  waterfowl  resource  from  indiscri¬ 
minate,  federally  subsidized  drainage  of 
the  wetlands  where  ducks  and  geese  nest 
and  rest.  I  urge  the  speedy  passage  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  20  years 
we  have  been  subsidizing  the  drainage 
of  farm  wetlands  where  the  ducks  and 
geese  breed.  More  than  one-third  of  the 
potholes  in  the  Minnesota-Dakota  wet¬ 
lands  area  have  been  drained  up  by  this 
process. 

As  a  result,  our  waterfowl  population 
has  suffered  severely.  This  year,  there 
is  a  sharply  curtailed  open  season  on 
waterfowl  in  most  of  the  Nation’s  fly¬ 
ways.  Many  responsible  biologists  have 
suggested  that  the  season  should  have 
been  closed  entirely.  ' 

We  are  at  last  embarking  on  a  crash 
program  of  acquiring  Federal  wildlife 
refuges.  But  unless  we  are  able  to  stop 
the  indiscriminate  drainage  of  farm  wet¬ 
lands  valuable  to  wildlife,  we  will  find 
we  are  moving  twice  as  fast  just  to  go 
backward  as  far  as  waterfowl  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

H.R.  8520  bears  the  name  of  a  splendid 
Congressman  and  a  great  conservationist, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Johnson].  The  bill  provides  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  subsi- 
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dize  the  drainage  of  farm  wetlands 
where  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  finds 
that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  ma¬ 
terially  harmed,  and  requires  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  make  an  offer  in 
good  faith  to  purchase  or  lease  any  such 
wetland  from  the  farmer  whose  appli¬ 
cation  for  drainage  assistance  has  thus 
been  turned  down.  H.R.  8520  resembles 
similar  bills  which  I  have  pressed  upon 
Congress  over  the  last  4  years.  H.R. 
10641,  85th  Congress,  introduced  by  me 
on  February  10,  1958,  likewise  denied 
drainage  assistance  where  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  found  that  wildlife  pres¬ 
ervation  would  be  materially  harmed, 
and  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  instead  to  make  a  good-faith  at¬ 
tempt  to  acquire  such  lands  as  a  water - 
fowl  refuge.  H.R.  10641  was  unfortu¬ 
nately  never  accorded  a  hearing.  Nor 
was  I  able  to  procure  hearings  on  simi¬ 
lar  bills  which  I  have  introduced  in  every 
Congress  since  then.  A  similar  measure 
in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to  this 
year’s  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act 
which  I  made  on  June  6,  1961,  was  de¬ 
feated  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  196-184.  An 
amendment  which  I  introduced  to  the 
agricultural  bill  of  1961  in  July  1961, 
passed  the  House,  but  was  unfortunately 
deleted  in  conference. 

It  is  because  of  this  long  history  of  the 
effort  to  end  the  abuses  of  subsidized 
farm  drainage  that  I  am  particularly 
grateful  to  the  vigorous  attention  given 
the  problem  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  whose  subcommittee 
favorably  reported  out  H.R.  8520.  I 
should  like,  too,  to  express  my  appreci¬ 
ation  to  Mr.  John  Heinburger,  the 
learned  and  industrious  counsel  for  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  whose 
draftsmanship  has  been  of  such  help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  8520  can  be  a  land¬ 
mark  in  the  history  of  the  conservation 
movement.  I  hope  that  it  is  speedily 
enacted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Andersen]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a A  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  in/'hich  to  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  bfil  H.R.  8520. 

The  SPEAKER  prcy^empore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  Ejection. 

THE  AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE 
)R  THE  BLIND 

Mrs.  G^EEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im- 
mediajje  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
9030/  to  amend  the  act  to  promote  the 
cation  of  the  blind,  approved  March 
'1879,  as  amended,  so  as  to  authorize 
ider  distribution  of  books  and  other 
fecial  instruction  materials  for  the 


blind,  and  to  increase  the  appropriations 
authorized  for  this  purpose,  and  to 
otherwise  improve  such  act. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  know 
what  this  bill  proposes  to  do. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  This  is  a  bill 
which  would  provide  for  additional  ma¬ 
terials  for  blind  children  in  the  United 
States,  for  the  Printing  House  for  the 
Blind,  in  Louisville,  Ky. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
first  sentence  of  section  3  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  promote  the  education  of  they 
blind”,  approved  March  3,  1879,  as  amende^ 
(20  U.S.C.  102),  is  amended  to  read  as 
tows:  “The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
a^d  Welfare  is  hereby  authorized  tyr  pay 
over  semiannually,  to  the  trustees  ; /6f  the 
American  Printing  House  for  the  Blind,  lo- 
cated\n  Louisville,  Kentucky,  and/chartered 
in  1858 Nay  the  Legislature  of  Ker/ucky,  upon 
requisition  of  their  president,  yrountersigned 
by  their  treasurer,  one-half  m.  such  annual 
appropriation  upon  the  following  condi¬ 
tions:”. 

Sec.  2.  The  ViragraplA of  such  section  3 
designated  “Second.”  ijr  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Second.  No  parX  of  the  appropriation 
shall  be  expendeciyln\he  erection  or  leasing 
of  buildings:  butr  the  trustees  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Printing  House  for\he  Blind  may  use 
each  year  a  Reasonable  stun  of  the  annual 
appropriation  for  salaries  aird  other  expenses 
of  experts/and  other  staff  assist  special 
committ/s  which  may  be  appointed  in  per- 
formamre  of  their  functions,  and \pr  expenses 
of  suoci  special  committees.” 

Sbc.  3.  The  paragraph  of  such  "Section  3 
designated  “Sixth.”  is  amended  to  spad  as 
fallows : 

‘Sixth.  The  superintendent  of  each  pttelic 
institution  for  the  education  of  the  blind  \>r 
his  designee)  and  the  chief  State  school  ofl 
cer  (or  his  designee),  of  each  State  and  pos¬ 
session  of  the  United  States,  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  District  of 
Columbia,  shall  each,  ex  efficio,  be  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  American 
Printing  House  for  the  Blind  only  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  administering  this  Act.” 

Sec.  4.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  providing 
additional  aid  for  the  American  Printing 
House  for  the  Blind”,  approved  August  4, 
1919,  as  amended  (20  U.S.C.  101),  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  “the  sum  not  to 
exceed  $400,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “such  sum  as  the  Congress 
may  determine”. 

Sec.  5.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  be  effective  immediately  after  the  date 
of  its  enactment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committe  amendment:  On  page  3,  before 
the  period  at  the  end  of  line  6  insert  the 
following:  “,  and  by  inserting  after  ‘said  Act’ 
the  following:  *,  under  rules  and  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,’.” 


Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speakepf 
this  bill  was  voted  out  of  the  subcoifi- 
mittee  and  the  full  committe  by  a  unani¬ 
mous  vote.  The  ranking  Republican 
on  the  committee,  the  gentleman'  from 
Pennsylvania  has  given  his  ful/support 
to  this  legislation.  The  purpose  of  H.R. 
9030  is  to  provide  for  more  ifraille  text¬ 
books  and  other  special/mstruetional 
materials  for  blind  childre 

Since  1879,  the  Congress  has  appro¬ 
priated  funds  to  the ^American  Printing 
House  for  the  Blin/  in  Louisville,  Ky., 
to  produce  and  distribute  free  textbooks 
for  blind  children:  This  program  started 
with  a  permanent  annual  appropriation 
of  $10,000.  Since  then,  the  Congress  has 
periodically/increased  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized.  /The  present  ceiling  of  $400,000 
annually/was  set  in  1956. 

The  ^Special  Subcommittee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  received  testimony  from  all  major 
organizations  interested  in  the  welfare 
of/the  blind  that  this  sum  no  longer 
adequate  to  serve  the  growing  number 
'bf  blind  schooldchildren.  The  subcom- 
mitte  received  this  same  word  from  many 
special  schools  for  blind  children  as 
well  as  administrators  of  programs  for 
blind  children  attending  regular  public 
schools. 

The  Federal  contribution  per  blind 
child  has  been  going  downhill  in  recent 
years,  because  the  present  ceiling  leaves 
no  room  to  expand  with  the  expanding 
number  of  blind  students.  If  the  $400,- 
000  ceiling  remains,  the  per  capita  con¬ 
tribution  for  this  year  will  be  $25.95,  the 
lowest  figure  since  1952. 

Let  us  consider,  for  a  moment,  a  few 
figures.  Just  3  years  ago,  there  were 
12,024  blind  children  served  by  this  pro¬ 
gram.  This  fall  there  will  be  an  esti¬ 
mated  15,800  blind  students,  an  increase 
of  2,776  in  the  3-year  period.  Yet  the 
authorized  maximum  appropriation  has 
remained  the  same. 

H.R.  9030  would  remove  the  $400,000 
ceiling,  so  that  the  American  Printing 
House  for  the  Blind  could  base  its  re¬ 
quest  for  appropriations  on  the  needs  of 
the  blind  children  it  serves.  The  re¬ 
quested  funds,  would,  of  course,  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  review  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  Congress. 

The  bill,  H.R.  9030,  also  would  permit 
le  Printing  House  to  use  reasonable 
sinns  from  its  annual  appropriations  to 
payValaries  and  expenses  of  experts  to 
assistSfrustees  in  determining  instruc¬ 
tional  naaterials  to  be  supplied.  It  fur¬ 
ther  woujrl  expand  the  ex  officio  mem¬ 
bership  orUhe  Printing  House  Board  of 
Trustees  to\include  chief  State  school 
officers  or  tnhir  designees.  This  would 
give  representation  to  blind  children  in 
public  schools,  aSs^hose  in  special  schools 
are  now  represent 

Mr.  Speaker,  we\ave  been  told  that 
books  and  other  educational  material 
for  blind  children  coiffs  10  times  as 
much  as  for  those  with  Che  gift  of  sight. 

I  trust  that  the  House  Vill  pass  this 
modest  bill  to  aid  in  eduts^ating  these 
handicapped  youngsters. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  Mr.  Speake\  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  ss&  that 
everyone  on  our  side  is  very  much  in 
agreement  with  the  gentlewoman  fi 
Oregon  and  approves  the  bill. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jove  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr. 'SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker, 
The  Congress  first  recognized  a  need  for 
legislatiortvin  this  area  in  the  45th  Con¬ 
gress  in  lte.  At  that  time  the  Con¬ 
gress  passed\vhat  is  now  chapter  6  of 
title  20  of  the  \Jnited  States  Code.  The 
Congress  established  a  trust  fund  of 
$250,000  and  mad^  a  permanent  appro¬ 
priation  of  $10,000\per  year  and  desig¬ 
nated  the  American 'Printing  House  for 
the  Blind  as  the  agency  through  which 
benefits  should  be  givem 

As  the  population  increased  over  the 
years,  the  appropriations  nave  been  in¬ 
creased.  Just  as  with  all  oi\the  rest  of 
the  population,  we  have  an 'exploding 
population  of  blind  children  of  school 
age.  Just  as  with  almost  all  othek  goods 
and  services,  the  cost  of  production  of 
materials  for  the  blind  has  alsoNin- 
creased.  By  1956  the  authorization  h\d 
been  increased  to  $410,000  per  year,  anc 
7,989  children  were  registered  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Federal  act.  That 
amounted  to  about  $51.  per  pupil.  By 
January  of  this  year,  the  number  had 
jumped  to  15,973,  and  this  1956  author¬ 
ization  now  amounts  to  only  about  $25 
per  pupil. 

The  number  of  blind  children  has  in¬ 
creased  so  that  the  amount  has  been  cut 
in  half  per  child,  and  this  does  not  ac¬ 
count  for  the  fact  that  there  has  been 
an  increase  in  the  cost  of  basic  mate¬ 
rials.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the 
cost  of  blind  materials  for  blind  chil¬ 
dren  is  10  times  greater  than  those  for 
sighted  children.  Fifty-two  percent  of 
these  children  are  in  public  schools 
spread  throughout  the  Nation  under 
thousands  of  jurisdictions,  and  this 
means  that  a  very  wide  variety  of  text¬ 
books  used  in  public  school  systems 
throughout  the  country  must  be  provided 
in  a  form  that  the  blind  children  can 
use. 

I  think  it  is  apparent  from  these  facts 
that  the  authorization  must  be  lifted. 
It  needed  to  be  lifted  2  or  3  years  ago,  _ 
and  it  seems  to  me  under  this  situation 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  knc 
that  the  number  of  blind  children  .will 
continue  to  increase  considerablyvxhat 
we  should  remove  the  authorization  ceil¬ 
ing  so  that  there  can  be  some  flexibility 
in  taking  care  of  this  increasing  popula¬ 
tion  as  it  increases. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that/2  percent  of 
these  children  are  in  puhnc  schools,  the 
bill  provides  that  chiefWtate  school  offi¬ 
cials  should  be  ex  officio  members  of 
the  board  of  trustees  of  the  printing 
house.  The  code  specifically  sets  forth 
the  purposes  forywhich  the  money  can 
be  used.  The  American  Printing  House 
provides  braille  books,  braille  magazines, 
and  braille  music.  It  also  provides  talk¬ 
ing  books  arid  talking  magazines  and  re¬ 
corded  educational  tapes.  It  also  manu- 
facture^pecial  aids  for  use  of  the  blind; 
such  as,  relief  maps  and  globes,  braille 
writer's  and  slates,  and  various  appliances 
to  be  used  in  mathematics. 

ris  bill  would  clarify  the  act  to  make 
are  that  some  of  the  money  could  be 


used  to  secure  the  benefit  of  experts  to 
help  determine  the  materials  to  be  sup¬ 
plied  and  to  help  distribute  information 
to  the  State  departments  of  education 
relative  to  the  most  economical  and  ef¬ 
fective  use  of  the  materials  provided. 
The  entire  philosophy  has  not  been  to 
provide  financial  assistance  to  States, 
but  rather  to  create  a  source  of  materials 
not  available  elsewhere.  The  Printing 
House  furnishes  many  services  and  ma¬ 
terials  that  are  paid  for  through  other 
sources.  The  total  value  of  materials 
manufactured  and  distributed  in  the 
last  fiscal  year  amounted  to  $1.5  million, 
or  almost  four  times  as  much  as  the  con¬ 
tribution  by  the  Federal  Government. 

It  is  vitally  important  that  blind  chil¬ 
dren  have  these  materials  available  to 
them  when  they  are  young  and  of  school 
age.  I  imagine  many  of  you  know  of 
some  person  who  became  blind  as  an 
adult,  and  if  you  do  know  such  a  per¬ 
son,  you  know  that  the  adjustment  tor 
him  was  much  more  difficult  than  if  he 
had  been  able  to  prepare  for  this  situa¬ 
tion  when  he  was  a  child  in  school. 

This  is  the  kind  of  a  matter  that  cam 
mt  wait.  There  are  several  organiza¬ 
tions  doing  work  in  this  field;  including: 
theNAmerican  Association  of  Instructors 
of  thbJBlind,  the  American  Association  of 
Workers  for  the  Blind,  the  American 
Foundation  for  the  Blind,  arm  the  Na¬ 
tional  Federation  of  the  Blind.  There 
are  also  m\ny  civic  groups  and  social 
clubs  that  make  substantial  contribu¬ 
tions  to  alleviate  the  hardships  and  to 
provide  help  in\this  yfrea,  but  the  aid 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  providing 
these  basic  materEfqs  is  very  necessary, 
and  I  urge  adoptyon\f  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WHITE  NCR.  f^r.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman/yield? 

Mr.  SMIITI  of  Iowa.  Nf  yield  to  the 
gentleman  fi'om  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
should  bKe  to  commend  the  Committee 
on  Ed/cation  and  Labor  for  this  very 
outstanding  piece  of  legislation.  As 
some  members  of  that  committee\well 
kjjrow  I  have  been  very  much  interested 
it  because  it  will  furnish  to  mar 
'of  the  near-blind  help  in  getting  text¬ 
books  which  they  can  use  in  the  public 
schools. 

During  my  service  in  Congress  I  have 
been  particularly  interested  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  our  blind  people.  One  of  the 
problems  with  respect  to  the  blind  that 
has  been  of  great  concern  to  me  has 
been  the  lack  of  special  instruction  ma¬ 
terials  available  for  our  visually  handi¬ 
capped  young  people. 

This  spring  I  had  the  pleasure  of  hav¬ 
ing  a  thorough  discussion  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  with  one  of  my  constituents  who 
has  had  years  of  experience  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  problems  of  the  blind.  My 
constituent,  Mrs.  John  B.  Abernathy  of 
Stanley,  N.C.,  called  to  my  attention  the 
restrictions  imposed  by  the  act  of  March 
3,  1879,  upon  the  distribution  of  educa¬ 
tional  materials  for  the  visuallv  handi¬ 
capped. 

Mrs.  Abernathy  has  a  visually  handi¬ 
capped  little  girl  and  has  been  one  of 
the  thousands  of  people  in  similar  posi¬ 
tions  throughout  the  country  who  have 
experienced  great  difficulty  in  securing 


the  proper  type  of  educational  material 
for  their  children. 

I  was  so  impressed  with  her  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  problem  that  I  urged/her 
to  write  our  distinguished  colleague  from 
West  Virginia,  Hon.  Cleveland  M.  Bai¬ 
ley,  and  give  him  the  benefit  or  her  rec¬ 
ommendations  on  the  education  of  the 
visually  handicapped.  Mi/  Abernathy 
corresponded  with  Mr.  Bailey,  and  the 
information  she  furnished  was  of  great 
help  to  him  in  urging^he  enactment  of 
legislation  to  liberalize  and  extend  the 
provisions  of  the  adc  of  March  3,  1879. 

I  feel  that  the  enactment  of  H.R.  9030 
will  do  much  tor  alleviate  many  of  the 
hardship  conditions  confronting  our  vis¬ 
ually  handicapped  in  securing  appro¬ 
priate  educational  material.  The  addi¬ 
tional  funds  made  available  under  H.R. 
9030  wil/ enable  a  wider  distribution  of 
books  /nd  special  instruction  materials 
for  the  blind. 

Dam  also  pleased  that  the  bill  we  have 
ujZaer  consideration  provides  that  super- 
ltendents  of  each  public  institution  for 
rthe  education  of  the  blind  and  the  chief 
State  school  officer  of  each  State  shall 
be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  American  Printing  House  for  the 
Blind  for  purposes  of  administering  this 
legislation.  By  having  these  educators 
directly  associated  with  the  printing  and 
distribution  of  educational  materials  for 
the  visually  handicapped  I  believe  we 
will  get  a  broader  and  more  realistic  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  distribution  of  educational 
material  for  our  blind  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  9030  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  appropriation  of  a  large  sum 
of  money.  It  is,  however,  one  of  the  most 
important  pieces  of  legislation  that  we 
have  been  called  upon  to  consider  at 
this  session  of  the  Congress.  I  support 
the  passage  of  H.R.  9030,  and  I  urge  that 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  join  with  me 
in  having  this  bill  enacted. 

(Mr.  WHITENER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 

Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 

Deaker,  I,  too,  would  like  to  commend 
tmkgentlelady  from  Oregon  as  well  as 
the  oommittee  for  their  handling  of  this 
bill.  As  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  legislation  on  this  subject  I  ap¬ 
preciate  yery  much,  on  behalf  of  the 
blind  child^n  of  the  United  States,  this 
action. 

(Mr.  BURKE  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks^ 

Mr.  BURKE  6f  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  prepared  a  short  state¬ 
ment  of  the  history  \and  purposes  of 
the  American  Printing\House  for  the 
Blind  and  the  basic  Federal  act  which 
H.R.  9030  seeks  to  amenchun  order  to 
provide  basic  information  to\the  House 
for  proper  consideration  of  tm^  impor¬ 
tant  legislation. 

Activity:  Publication  of  literature  for 
the  blind  and  the  manufacture  ofHan- 
gible  aids  for  their  use. 

Purpose:  Provision  of  a  national,  no? 
profit  institution  for  the  purpose  of  pub-N 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  13, 1961 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  hy  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 

8  and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 

9  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act, 
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if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild¬ 
life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  hy 
such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 
farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 
finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  within  90  days  after  the  filing  of  the  application 
for  drainage  assistance :  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against 
offering  such  financial  and  technical  assistance  shall  ter¬ 
minate  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that 
time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the 
wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl  re¬ 
source.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  become 
effective  July  1,  1962.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  September  12, 
1961. 


RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 


Attest : 


to 


( 


H 

o 


8S 


CD 


P- 


CP 

02 

O 


o 

§ 

3 


o 

3 


0 

o 

£ 


> 

2 

> 

O 

H 


XJl 

a: 

00 

cm 

ND 

° 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3400 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  12, 1962 

Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Humphrey)  introduced  the  following 
bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wet  lands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

4  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(g)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 

8  and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 

9  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act, 
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if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild¬ 
life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  by 
such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 
farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 
finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  within  ninety  days  after  the  filing  of  the  application 
for  drainage  assistance :  Provided ,  That  the  limitation  against 
offering  such  financial  and  technical  assistance  shall  terminate 

(1)  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that 
time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wet¬ 
land  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource, 

(2)  five  years  in  any  event  after  the  date  on  which  such 
adverse  finding  was  filed,  and  (3)  immediately  upon  any 
change  in  ownership  of  the  land  with  respect  to  which  such 
adverse  finding  was  filed.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  become  effective  July  1,  1962.” 
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LI.  TERRITORIES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  2429,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of/ 
the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park,  St.  John,  V.  I.  p.  D667 

r .  / 

/ 

12.  MIGRANT  WORKERS.  Rep,  Olsen  discussed  the  problem  of  education  of  the  children 
or\migrant  workers,  and  said,  "If  there  ever  was  a  cause  or  reason  for'  Federal 
funos  for  education,  it  is  for  a  program  of  education  of  children  of^agricul- 
tural\migrant  workers."  pp.  14326-7 


13.  FOREIGN  Al^D.  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo. ,  inserted  an  article  by  Dr.  Hans 
PoliticalNrheory  of  Foreign  Aid."  pp.  14332-6 


>rgenthau,  "A 


SENATE 

14.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  stated  that  the  farm  bill  will  not  be  considered 

for  several  days  and  that  the  policy  committee  will  probably  consider  at  its 
meeting  next  Tues.  'when  to  schedule  it  for  debate.  n<  14190 

Sen.  Cooper  expressed  opposition  to  including  a  Mandatory  feed-grain  control 
program  in  the  farm  biSLl  and  stated  that  if  the  Administration  insists  on  such 
\  a  program  "it  will  deliberately  choose  to  have  farm  bill."  p.  14200 

Sen.  Proxmire  express^!  opposition  to  including  a  mandatory  feed-grain  con¬ 
trol  program  in  the  farm  b\ll  and  urged  passage  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Senate  Agriculture  and  Foreb:ry  Committee,  ypp.  14261-2 

15.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  S.  3574,  to  ex¬ 

tend  authority  granted  under  theNInternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  to  cover  any 
new  or  revised  wheat  agreement.  pV  D6b4 

Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a  Disable d)Ameri can  Veterans  resolution  opposing  ship¬ 
ment  of  wheat  to  Communist  China.  /p\l4192 

16.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference 

report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10802,  and  actbi  on  the  amendment  in  disagreement 
(relating  to  Indian  claims)  (|^p.  14252-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  See  Digest  129 /for  a  summary  of  Forest  Service  items. 

-vl7.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commit tee\voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  S.  32J5,  to  provide  authority  foVmore  efficient  and  effective 
administration  of  Forest  Service  programs  (p.  D664pv  See  Digest  62-63  for  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  projfosal  as  submitted  by  this  Department. 

The  Interior  an4  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to\feport  with  amendment 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  3117,  to  promote  the  coordination  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  Federal/ and  State  outdoor  recreation  programs.  pV  D665 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  repbct  with  amendment 
(but  did  not/  actually  report)  S.  1878,  to  add  certain  lands  \r>  the  Wasatch 
National  F/nrest,  Utah.  p.  D666 

18.  TREASURY/POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  t til's  bill,  H.  R.  10526.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  yl!4238-43 

19.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  rW>rt  on 
:his  bill,  H.  R.  11289.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pps 14243 
14251 

20.  RECLAMATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  with  amend¬ 

ment  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  8520,  to  limit  Federal  financial  and 
technical  assistance  for  the  drainage  of  certain  wetlands .  p.  D664 


The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  103,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  construction  of  the 
Auburn-Folsom  south  unit,  American  River  division.  Central  Valley  projec 
Calif.,  and  S.  892,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Arj^ickle 
^reclamation  project,  Okla.  p.  D666 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
"adopted  a  committee  resolution  requesting  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
initiate  a  study  on  Federal  policies  regarding  limitations  on  delivery  of  water 
from 'Federal  projects  to  lands  for  irrigation  purposes  in  excess^  of  a  specifiet 
or  limited  number  of  acres  in  individual  or  family  ownership.'^  p.  D666 


21. 


PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  vo6ed  to  report  with 
amendment  (out  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  8134,  to  ai^norize  the  sale  of 
the  mineral  estate  in  certain  lands,  p.  D665 


22.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  apo'foved  the  following  water¬ 
shed  projects:  S^ith  Sumter  and  Upper  Tampa  Bay,  I^a. ;  North  Branch  Mill  Creel 
Mich.;  Nanticoke  Cr^ek,  N.  Y.;  Dicks  Creek-Little/Muddy  Creek,  0.;  Line  Creek, 
Tenn.  and  Ky.;  Kent  O^eek,  Tex.;  Bajura,  P.R. ;  ^nd  Davis-Battle  Creek,  Iowa, 
p.  D664 


23.  FARM  LABOR.  Sens.  William\.  N.  J.,  and  Humpjrfrey  expressed  concern  over  the 
welfare  of  migratory  farm  workers  and  inserted  several  items  on  the  matter, 
pp.  14207-8,  14218-9 


24.  HOUSING.  The  15th  Annual  Report^  f  th/  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  was  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  President  and  ref^ryed  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Curren 
cy.  p.  14189 


25.  NOMINATION.  The  nomination  of  J^hn  Balfcer  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  as  a  member  of  the  Board  on.  Directors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  confirmed  without  objection,  p.  141' 


PERSONNEL.  Proposed  legislation  to  amend  th£\Retired  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act  with  respect  to  Government  contributions  for  expenses  incurred  in 
administration  of  theyAct  was  received  from  th^TJ.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  referred  to  the  jZommittee  on  Post  Office  ancNcivil  Service,  p.  14191.  Q 


27.  TRANSPORTATION.  S^h.  Carlson  inserted  resolutions  ojivposing  the  recommendations 
of  the  Presidential  Railroad  Commission  and  supporting  S.  3243,  railroad  legis¬ 
lation  pending/in  the  Commerce  Committee. 

The  Commence  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  11643,  to  amend  the 
Interstate  ^commerce  Act  so  that  the  users  of  motor-water  services  between 
Alaska  or /Hawaii  and  the  other  48  States  may  have  the  same  Benefits  of  through 
routes  and  joint  rates  which  are  enjoyed  by  users  or  motor-water  services 
among  bne  other  48  States,  and  by  users  of  rail-water  servicesNor  any  combina¬ 
tion  jbt  service  with  air  services  among  all  of  the  50  States  (sNyRept.  1799). 
p.  J4194 


CONTRACTS.  The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  11405,  to  provide  for  maintenance  and  repair  of  GoverruHent  im¬ 
provements  under  concession  contracts  in  the  National  Parks  (S.  Rept„^  jLo^).y 

£9.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Goldwater  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
to  S.  3153,  to  guarantee  Pacific  Northwest  consumers  first  call  on  electrici] 
generated  at  Federal  plants  in  that  region,  p.  14196 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Proxmire  commenced  present  f&ed  grains  program.  Senate  committee 

reported  bills  to  extend  International  Wheat  Agreement  and  to  facilitate  work  of 
Forest  Service.  Senate  committee  voted  to  reportNiill  to  aid  domestic  lumber  in¬ 
dustry.  Senate  committee  vo/ed  to  report  bill  for  retirement  credit  for  certain 
Federal-State  cooperative  service.  Sen.  Hruska  criticized  increased  fees  of  Euro¬ 
pean  Common  Market  on  farpf  imports.  Sens.  Bush  and  Mu&kie  submitted  amendments  to 
be  proposed  to  foreign  t/ade  bill.  Sen,  Proxmire  expressed  concern  over  decrease 
in  farm  income.  Sen.  Htckenlooper  inserted  Sen.  Mundt's\adio  interview  remarks  on 
Estes  case.  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Labor-HBW  appropriation  bill. 
House  committee  votep  to  report  pay  bill.  House  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bill 
to  provide  for  nutiyixional  enrichment  of  rice. 

HOUSE 

1.  RICE.  The^ Subcommittee  on  Oil  Seeds  and  Rice  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  voted 
to  repo/t  to  the  full  committee  S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrich¬ 
ment  and  sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  the  nation¬ 
al  school  lunch  program  and  other  domestic  distribution  and  welfare\type  pro¬ 
grams.  p.  D674 

riRSONNEL;  PAY.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Post  Office  and  CiviI\Ser- 
vice  Committee  "Met  in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  t\the 
House  H.  R.  9531  (Morrison  amendment),  to  provide  for  improvement  in  the  statu¬ 
tory  salary  systems  of  the  Federal  Government;  to  adopt  and  apply  the  principle 
of  Government -private  enterprise  salary  comparability."  p.  D675 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD.  Agreed  to  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  497,  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  to  conduct  a  study  of  the  Congressional^ 
Record  with  a  view  to  improving  its  format,  index,  typography,  etc.  (pp. 
14346-7).  Earlier,  the  House  Administration  Committee  reported  this  resolution 
without  amendment  (H.  Rept.  2119).  p.  14360 


VETERANS.  The  Veterans  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H./ft.  9962,  to 
provide  an  extension  of  the  period  within  which  certain  educational  programs 
must  He  begun  and  completed  in  the  case  of  persons  called  to  active  duty  during 
the  Berlin  crisis  (H.  Rept.  2130).  p.  14360 


5.  QUALITY  STABILIZATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Commerce  and  Finance  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  ~ 
with  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  636,  to  amend  the  Federal  Trad p  Commission  Act  so  as 
to  promote  quality  and  price  stabilization,  p.  D675 


6.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAlfV  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  following  legislative  program: 
Mon. ,  the  Consent  Calendar  will  be  called  and  the  Following  bills  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  under  suspens\on  of  the  rules;  H.  R.  4055^  science  monetary  award  med¬ 
als;  H.  R.  12688,  authorize  forestry  research;  1&.  R.  9728,  increased  appropri-— 
ation.  Cooperative  Fore sK  Management  Act;  and/S.  3064,  Forests,  national  sur- \J 
vey.  p.  14348 


7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Aug.  6.\p.  14360 


L  SENA! 


8.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills: 


H364 - 


S;— 3574,  without  amendment,  to  extend  the  authority  granted  under  the  Inter* 


-nat-ional- Wheat  Agreement  Act  to  cover  any  new  or  revised  whaat  agreement  (S«- 

Rept  i — L8Q4)t 

-  S .  3235 without -amendment,  to  faci-l-i-tate- the  work  of  the- Forest  Service- 


Rept-,- -4&Q3)-. — See  Digest— 62-63  for— summary  of  provisions- of--this  billi 


H.  R.  8520,  with  amendments,  to  limit  Federal  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  for  the  drainage  of  certain  wetlands  (S.  Rept.  1805). 


9. 


FORESTRY.  The  Commerc/s  Committee  voted  to  reportNrfith  amendment  (but  did  not  1 * * * S. * * * * * 11 
actually  report)  S.  >3517,  to  authorize  the  Secretly  of  Commerce  to  establish 
and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in 
commerce,  and  "at n  original  bill  to  encourage  the  movement  of  lumber  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  /introduced  in  lieu  of  S.  2737  and  S.  3rQ5).M  p.  D672 


10.  POST  OFFICE 
report)  thj 
S.  23 


D  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMITTEE  voted  to  report  (bul^  did  not  actually 
following  bills:  p.  D673 

,  to  allow  civil  service  retirement  credit  to  certain  Federal  em¬ 


ployees/for  service  in  certain  Federal-State  cooperative  programs. 

S.  Xl64,  with  amendment,  to  increase  from  18  to  21  the  eligibility  age  of 

surviving  children  to  receive  benefits  of  Civil  Service  RetiremencyAct. 

2937,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Aat  so  as  to 

provide  for  increases  in  certain  annuities,  eliminate  the  option  witl\respect 

:o  certain  survivor  annuities,  etc. 

H.  R.  8564,  to  provide  for  the  escheat  of  unclaimed  paTments  under  tft 
Government  life  insurance  program  to  the  credit  of  the  life  insurance  fun' 


11.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessentii 
Federal  Expenditures  the  report  on  Federal  employment  and  pay  for  June.  pp. 
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WETLANDS  DRAINAGE 


August  2,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McCarthy,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8520] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  8520)  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16 
to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recom¬ 
mendation  that  it  do  pass  with  amendments. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION 

This  bill,  with  the  committee  amendments,  prohibits  assistance 
under  the  agricultural  conservation  program  for  wetland  drainage  in 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  on  any  farm  where  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  finds  that  wildlife  preservation  would  be 
harmed  thereby  and  that  nondrainage  will  contribute  to  wildlife 
preservation.  The  prohibition  is  effective  only  if  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior’s  finding  is  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  within  90 
days  after  the  filing  of  the  application  for  drainage  assistance.  The 
prohibition  terminates — 

(1)  when  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  notifies  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  that  such  limitation  should  not  be  applicable, 

(2)  one  year  after  the  adverse  finding  unless  an  offer  has  been 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  tc  Interior  or  a  State  government  agency 
to  lease  or  purchase  the  wetland  area,  or 

(3)  five  years  after  the  adverse  finding. 

Upon  any  change  in  the  ownership  of  the  land,  its  eligibility  for 
drainage  assistance  would  be  redetermined. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  text  of  the  bill  is  designed  to 
carry  out  the  purpose  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  without 
imposing  restrictions  not  necessary  to  that  purpose.  It  differs  from 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  in  that  it — 

(а)  provides  for  a  positive  finding  that  nondrainage  of  the  land 
will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife  preservation, 

(б)  gives  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  power  to  terminate 
the  prohibition  at  any  time, 

(c)  removes  the  prohibition  in  any  event  after  5  years,  if  the 
land  has  not  been  purchased  or  leased  as  a  waterfowl  resource, 

(d)  starts  the  whole  procedure  anew  upon  a  change  in  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  land, 

(e)  omits  the  provision  making  the  bill  effective  July  1,  1962, 
such  date  having  passed,  and 

(/)  changes  the  place  of  inserting  the  new  provision  in  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  since  S.  3225, 
as  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  H.R.  12391,  as  passed  by  the  House 
and  as  reported  in  the  Senate  would  add  new  subsections  to 
section  16,  if  either  of  them  should  become  law.  Consequently 
the  new  provision  would  be  inserted  as  a  new  section  16A  instead 
of  a  new  section  16(e). 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill  results  from  the 
change  in  the  proposed  place  of  insertion. 

GENERAL  BACKGROUND 

The  wetlands  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  are 
primary  breeding  grounds  for  migratory  waterfowl.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  carries  out  a  program  of  leasing  or  purchasing  such 
wetlands  to  preserve  them  for  breeding  purposes.  At  the  same  time 
farmers  may  obtain  aid  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
in  draining  wetlands.  Such  assistance  has  been  limited  in  order  to 
preserve  wildlife,  particularly  in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and 
Minnesota;  and  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  have 
cooperated  to  minimize  any  adverse  effect  on  wildlife  from  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Appropriation  act  provisions  prohibiting  changes  in  the  con¬ 
servation  program  which  would  restrict  eligibility  for  cost  sharing  on 
practices  included  in  specified  prior  years  have,  however,  limited  the 
Department  of  Agriculture’s  authority  to  deny  assistance  for  drainage 
practices. 

THE  WETLANDS  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  been  acquiring  land  for  wildlife 
conservation  purposes  since  the  passage  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Act  of  February  18,  1929  (16  U.S.C.  715  et  seq.).  Since 
that  enactment,  the  Department  has  acquired  almost  3  million  acres 
(up  to  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1961). 

Because  of  widespread  concern  among  conservationists  and  sports¬ 
men,  as  well  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  that  wetland  habitat  for 
waterfowl  is  being  lost  to  drainage,  filling,  and  other  causes  at  a  rate 
much  faster  than  the  wetland  preservation  program  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  could  save  them  through  purchase,  the  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  a  program  to  accelerate  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  migratory 
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waterfowl  purposes.  This  was  accomplished  bv  passage  of  the  act  of 
October  4,  1961  (Public  Law  87-383,  87th  Cong.  (75  Stat.  813)). 
This  act  authorizes  the  appropriation,  over  a  7-year  period,  of  $105 
million  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  acquisition  of 
wetlands  “*  *  *  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  waterfowl 
and  to  offset  or  prevent  the  serious  loss  of  important  wetlands  and 
other  waterfowl  habitat  *  *  This  marked  the  first  authorization 
for  appropriations  to  acquire  waterfowl  habitat.  The  lands  acquired 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  waterfowl  purposes  have 
previously  been  financed  almost  entirely  by  revenue  from  duck  stamp 
sales.  Public  Law  87-383  requies  that  75  percent  of  the  moneys 
accruing  to  the  Federal  Government  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps, 
beginning  with  fiscal  year  1969,  be  paid  into  the  Treasury  to  repay  the 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  $105  million  authority. 

Public  Law  87-383  also  incorporates  the  provision — 

That  no  land  shall  be  acquired  with  moneys  from  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  conservation  fund  unless  the  acquisition  thereof 
has  been  approved  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  or  the  ap¬ 
propriate  State  agency. 

The  accelerated  wetlands  acquisition  program  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  has  been  confronted  with  problems  in  North  and  South 
Dakota,  where  much  of  the  program  is  concentrated  because  of  the 
high  value  of  the  eastern  parts  of  these  States  for  waterfowl  produc¬ 
tion.  These  problems  stem  from  the  concern  of  many  people  in  those 
States  over  the  loss  of  local  tax  revenue  which  results  from  acquisition 
by  the  Federal  Government.  Under  present  law  (16  U.S.C.  715s.), 
25  percent  of  the  net  income  from  operations  on  these  Government 
lands,  such  as  fees  for  grazing,  sale  of  timber,  and  the  like,  is  paid  to 
counties  in  which  the  revenue  originates  for  school  and  road  purposes. 
There  is  a  relatively  low  income  from  such  operations  in  the  two 
Dakotas  and  Minnesota.  This  results  in  low  payments  to  counties. 

Several  bills  have  been  introduced  in  the  current  session  of  the 
Congress  to  remedy  this  problem,  including  S.  2770,  S.  3201,  and 
S.  2927.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reported  on  those  bills 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  has  recommended 
a  bill  which  would  provide  for  the  annual  payment  to  the  counties 
of  three-quarters  of  1  percent  of  the  adjusted  cost  of  the  lands  held 
by  the  United  States  for  wildlife  purposes  in  those  counties,  regardless 
of  the  date  of  acquisition. 

If  the  purchase  or  lease  of  lands  for  which  drainage  assistance  is 
requested  cannot  be  consummated  because  the  State  Governor  or 
appropriate  State  agency  in  accordance  with  Public  Law  87-383  has 
denied  approval  of  such  acquisition,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
would  be  expected  to  notify  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  the 
limitation  should  not  be  applicable  so  that  the  applicant  would  be  free 
to  obtain  assistance  without  regard  to  the  terms  of  this  bill. 

The  language  in  the  bill  referring  to  purchase  or  lease  includes, 
among  other  things,  easements  or  other  interests  obtained  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  landowners  under  which  the  land- 
owner  agrees  not  to  drain,  burn,  or  fill  the  lands  under  the  easement 
for  the  period  thereof. 
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DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
testified  favorably  at  hearings  held  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  reported  favorably 
on  a  similar  Senate  bill,  S.  2417.  Both  Departments  have  assisted 
the  committee  in  the  development  of  the  committee  substitute,  and 
both  Departments  have  given  it  their  informal  approval. 

The  reports  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  both  discussed  the  possibility  that  the 
90-day  provision  might  cause  undue  delays  in  drainage  assistance 
in  cases  where  there  was  no  danger  to  wildlife  preservation.  The 
House  committee  recommended  adoption  of  procedures  whereby  the 
Department  of  Interior  could  complete  its  investigation  and  report 
in  a  lesser  time.  Under  the  bill  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  could 
at  any  time  advise  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  certain  lands 
could  be  drained  without  danger  to  wildlife  preservation,  so  that  there 
would  be  no  delay  in  giving  drainage  assistance  for  such  lands.  It 
might  be  that  such  advance  determination  might  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  respect  to  whole  counties  or  areas. 
The  committee  is  desirous  that  the  bill  be  carried  out  in  a  manner 
which  will  provide  the  necessary  protection  for  wildlife  without  any 
unnecessary  restrictions,  delays,  or  inconveniences. 

The  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  S.  2417  is  as  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  19,  1961. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of 
August  15,  1961,  requesting  the  views  of  this  Department  on  S.  2417, 
a  bill  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit  financial 
and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wet  lands. 

This  Department  would  favor  enactment  of  S.  2417  if  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  16  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“  ‘(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota 
to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on 
a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
has  made  a  finding  that  waterfowl  preservation  will  be  materially 
harmed  on  that  farm  by  such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying 
specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which 
the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture : 
Provided,  That  the  limitation  against  offering  such  financial  and 
technical  assistance  shall  terminate  one  year  after  the  date  on  which 
the  adverse  finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless 
during  that  time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the 
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wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource.  The 
provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  become  effective  July  1,  1962.’  ” 

We  recognize  that  a  reasonable  length  of  time  will  be  required  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  carry  out  his  responsibilities  under  this 
bill.  Therefore,  when  it  could  be  done  without  serious  detriment  to 
the  farmer  and  to  the  programs  being  carried  out  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  we  would  make  every  effort  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  notice  of  proposed  drainage  at  least  60  days  in  advance  of  our 
decision  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance.  Unless  we  pro¬ 
ceed  with  this  decision  within  a  reasonable  length  of  time  after  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  notified  of  proposed  drainage,  our  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  would  come  to  a  halt  on  many  farms  where  drainage 
would  not  in  any  way  be  detrimental  to  waterfowl  preservation. 

As  we  understand  the  provisions  of  this  bill,  if  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  were  to  file  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  finding  that 
waterfowl  preservation  would  be  materially  harmed  on  a  farm  by 
drainage  of  a  particular  area  of  that  farm,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
could  not  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  such  drainage 
for  a  year  following  the  date  on  which  such  finding  was  filed.  If  at 
any  time  during  that  year  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State  gov¬ 
ernment  agency  offered  the  farmer  a  lease  or  purchase  arrangement  in 
the  interest  of  waterfowl  conservation,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
then  would  be  precluded  from  providing  any  technical  or  financial 
assistance  to  the  owner  for  such  drainage.  We  assume  it  to  be  the 
intent  of  this  bill  that  an  offer  of  lease  or  purchase  to  one  owner  of  the 
land  would  not  affect  a  subsequent  owner.  We  suggest  that  this  intent 
be  manifested  in  the  report  of  your  committee  on  the  bill  or  in  some 
other  appropriate  way.  Under  this  construction  of  the  bill,  the  new 
owner  would  have  the  right  to  request  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  to  have  his  request  con¬ 
sidered  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s 
program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


Statements  of  spokesmen  of  the  two  Departments  appeared  in  the 
report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  as  follows: 

Statement  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  regarding  H.K.  8520  and  similar  bills,  presented  by 
Gladwin  E.  Young,  Deputy  Administrator,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
August  18,  1961: 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  welcomes  this  opportunity 
to  appear  before  your  committee  to  discuss  H.R.  8520,  which 
would  prescribe  procedures  for  approval  of  agreements  to 
furnish  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  agricultural 
drainage. 

We  offer  no  objections  to  the  bill  under  interpretations 
we  set  forth  in  this  statement. 

We  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  recognizes  wildlife  as  a  valuable  asset.  Through 
cooperative  programs  with  farmers,  this  Department  is  mak- 
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ing  a  major  contribution  to  the  conservation  and  development 
of  wildlife  resources.  These  are  positive  and  constructive 
programs.  We  need  only  to  mention:  (1)  The  work  of  the 
Forest  Service,  not  only  in  national  forests,  but  also  the 
nationwide  programs  of  farm  woodland  improvement  and 
protection  carried  out  cooperatively  with  States;  (2)  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers 
over  the  last  25  years  to  prepare  farm  conservation  plans  and 
watershed  projects  with  provisions  for  practices  of  direct,  as 
well  as  indirect  benefit  to  wildlife,  such  as  4){  million  acres  of 
wildlife  area  treatment,  39,000  miles  of  windbreaks,  25,000 
miles  of  hedgerows,  and  8%  million  acres  of  range  seeding; 

(3)  the  conservation  practices  applied  on  retired  cropland 
under  the  conservation  reserve  program,  including  more  than 
2  million  acres  of  trees,  19  million  acres  of  permanent  vegeta¬ 
tive  cover,  over  300,000  acres  of  annual  feed  and  cover  crops 
for  wildlife,  and  over  7,500  acres  of  cropland  converted  to 
marshland  management  for  wildlife;  and  (4)  the  tremendous 
contributions  to  wildlife  that  have  come  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  conservation  practices  by  farmers  with  ACP  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  which  include  among  others  1.7  million 
water  storage  reservoirs,  3  million  acres  of  tree  and  shrub 
plantings,  7  million  acres  of  timberstand  improvement,  and  \ 
775  million  acres  of  vegetative  cover  established  or  improved 
during  the  past  25  years. 

At  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  new 
language  is  included  in  the  1962  Appropriation  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  ACP  financial  assistance  for  practices  where  the  direct 
benefits  are  for  wildlife.  This  means  that  beginning  with 
the  1962  program,  county  and  State  ASC  committees  can 
share  with  farmers  the  cost  of  practices  that  are  of  direct 
benefit  to  wildlife  conservation  while  at  the  same  time  pro¬ 
vide  other  soil  and  water  conservation  benefits.  Under  this 
authority  financial  and  technical  assistance  will  be  given  to 
farmers  for  the  development  or  restoration  of  shallow  water 
areas  for  wildlife,  for  constructing  ponds  and  dams  for  wild¬ 
life,  for  wildlife  cover  and  food  plots  and  other  practices  that 
will  enhance  wildlife  in  a  particular  c  unty  or  State. 

Wildlife  as  we  know  it  in  the  United  States  is  largely  an 
agricultural  crop.  Like  other  agricultural  crops,  its  welfare 
rests  mainly  in  the  hands  of  farmers  and  ranchers.  More 
than  half  of  the  Nation’s  total  land  area  is  in  farms  and 
ranches  and  they  produce  most  of  the  wildlife  for  hunters  to 
shoot  at  or  for  others  to  see  and  enjoy.  Our  present  abun¬ 
dance  of  agricultural  wildlife  is  due  in  a  large  part  to  the 
soil,  water,  and  woodland  conservation  programs  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  assists  landowners  to  carry  out. 

We  would  emphasize  strongly  that  wildlife  production 
and  efficient  productive  farming  are  not  incompatible.  They 
do  exist  side  by  side. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  an  area  of  conflict  on  some 
farms  between  maximum  use  of  land  for  waterfowl  production 
and  profitable  farm  income.  Decisions  about  this  conflict  in 
use  of  land  and  water  rests  entirely  with  the  landowners. 
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Whether  to  drain  land  to  increase  farm  income  is  a  decision 
that  can  be  made  only  by  each  farmer. 

The  area  of  controversy  about  drainage  that  has  reached 
public  attention  involves  drainage  assistance  given  by  ACP 
and  SCS  to  farmers  in  the  prairie  pothole  areas  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  POLICY  ON  DRAINAGE 

The  policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  respect 
to  drainage  is  based  on  the  principle  that  it  is  possible  and 
it  is  necessary  for  waterfowl  production  and  efficient  farming 
to  exist  side  by  side.  It  is  based  on  the  fact  that  national 
policy  has  given  definition  to  public  interest  in  both  efficient 
farming  and  wildlife.  A  solution  to  conflict  between  these 
two  major  uses  of  land  cannot  be  found,  therefore,  merely 
by  giving  one  type  of  use  complete  priority  over  the  other. 

A  condensed  statement  of  Department  policies  for  pro¬ 
viding  drainage  assistance  is  included  in  a  memorandum 
issued  February  21,  1957,  by  the  Administrators  of  SCS  and 
of  the  ACP  “Guidelines  for  Applying  Policies  in  Drainage 
and  Biology  in  the  Pothole  Section  of  Minnesota,  North 
Dakota,  and  South  Dakota.”  A  copy  of  that  memorandum 
is  attached  to  this  statement.  It  is  still  in  force  as  the  basic 
policy  statement  of  the  Department. 

This  policy  is  essentially  this:  Federal  funds  will  not  be 
used  to  assist  in  draining  land  for  the  purpose  of  developing 
new  farms  nor  for  the  primary  purpose  of  bringing  new  land 
into  agricultural  production.  The  Department  does  assist 
farmers  to  improve  their  operating  efficiency  by  helping  them 
to  apply  improved  farming  practices,  including  drainage  of 
existing  cropland  and  pastureland  whenever  such  drainage 
will  contribute  to  improvement  of  efficiency  on  individual 
farms.  Specific  instructions  to  Department  field  offices 
direct  that  in  giving  assistance  for  the  installation  of  drainage 
systems,  due  consideration  shall  be  given  to  the  maintenance 
of  wildlife  habitat.  Soil  conservation  districts  and  ASC 
committees  are  encouraged  to  give  consideration  to  wildlife 
in  planning  soil  and  water  conservation  practices.  Anyone 
who  has  observed  the  tremendous  beneficial  effects  of  soil 
and  water  conservation  work  on  farms  could  not  help  but  be 
impressed  with  the  beneficial  effects  such  practices  have  had 
on  wildlife. 

Provisions  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program  limit 
cost-sharing  assistance  for  drainage  to  land,  based  on  actual 
recent  use,  that  is  cropland  devoted  to  the  production  of 
cultivated  crops  or  crops  normally  seeded  as  hay  or  pasture 
in  the  area.  Generally  land  must  have  a  history  of  such  past 
use  for  at  least  2  of  the  5  years  preceding  that  in  which  the 
practice  is  applied.  However,  in  the  States  of  North  Da¬ 
kota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota,  recognizing  the  special 
conditions  there  regarding  wildlife  habitat,  this  eligibility 
requirement  for  drainage  has  been  increased  by  the  State 
and  county  ASC  committees  to  3  out  of  the  last  5  years. 
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There  is  no  question  but  that  efforts  to  implement  these 
policies  have  been  sincere  and  have  been  generally  successful. 
There  is  no  question  either  that  some  drainage  has  been 
carried  out  that  neither  the  agricultural  staff  nor  wildlife 
staff  wanted  to  see  drained.  The  midlife  interests  have  been 
seriously  handicapped  in  not  having  a  positive  program  of 
wildlife  improvement  to  supplement  the  efforts  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

In  recognition  of  this,  a  special  cooperative  effort  has 
been  made  during  the  past  year  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  review  requests  for  drainage  in  the  prairie  pothole 
area  and  to  report  to  the  country  ASC  committees  those 
cases  where  drainage  would  be  harmful  to  waterfowl. 

While  this  has  not  been  more  than  a  pilot  effort,  it  does 
give  some  basis  for  judging  the  expansion  of  essentially  this 
same  procedure  through  legislative  direction  as  proposed  in 


H.R.  8520. 


It  is  not  possible  nor  is  it  necessary  to  try  to  recite  here 
all  the  steps  taken  to  implement  the  Department’s  policies  of 
trying  to  deal  equitably  with  requests  for  drainage  assistance. 
It  is  important,  however,  for  the  record  to  show  not  only  that 
definite  restrictions  against  drainage  are  applied  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  when  major  wildlife  values  are 
involved,  but  also  to  show  that  a  positive  program  of  wildlife 
improvement  is  promoted  with  farmers  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  when  helping  them  with  drainage  problems. 


EXISTING  PROVISION  OF  LAW  WHICH  PROHIBITS  THE  SECRE¬ 
TARY  FROM  MAKING  RESTRICTIVE  CHANGES  IN  ACP 


For  the  1959  and  subsequent  programs,  the  language  of  the 
appropriation  act  has  provided  that  no  change  shall  be  made 
in  the  ACP  which  will  have  the  effect  in  any  county  of 
restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost  sharing  on  prac¬ 
tices  included  in  specified  prior  years  unless  such  change 
shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee.  This  has  the  effect  of 
continuing  any  practice  which  was  contained  in  a  county 
program  in  the  specified  base  period  unless  the  county  ASC 
committee  and  State  ASC  committee  recommended  its 
elimination  or  change.  With  respect  to  drainage  this  means 
that  the  Department  at  the  national  level  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  make  the  eligibility  requirements  for  drainage 
more  restrictive.  Neither  does  it  have  the  authority  to 
deny  assistance  for  drainage  practices. 

PROVISIONS  OF  H.R.  8520 


H.R.  8520,  as  we  interpret  it,  would  vest  in  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  the  authority  to  interpose  a  denial  of  financial 
and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  under  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  a  specifically 
identified  drainage  area  on  a  farm  where  he  has  found  that 
wildlife  preservation  would  be  materially  harmed  by  such 
drainage.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
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terior  would  make  such  a  finding  except  where  he  was  certain 
that  the  resultant  damage  to  wildlife  would  so  clearly  out¬ 
weigh  the  public  interest  in  the  conservation  and  use  of  the 
land  as  an  agricultural  resource  that  he  could  and  would 
justify  to  local  people  the  basis  for  his  action.  While  the 
proposed  legislation  is  written  to  apply  nationwide,  we  under¬ 
stand  that  the  problem  to  be  solved  is  confined  largely  to 
the  so-called  prairie  pothole  areas  of  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Minnesota.  We  understand  also  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  if  enacted  would  not  delay  our  going  ahead 
with  agreements  for  financial  and  technical  assistance  for 
drainage  of  areas  on  farms  regarding  which  specific  adverse 
findings  had  not  been  filed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
Unless  this  were  so,  our  conservation  programs  would  come 
to  a  halt  in  many  areas  and  on  many  farms  where  drainage 
would  not  in  any  way  be  detrimental  to  wildlife. 

Regardless  of  whether  this  bill  is  enacted,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  expects  to  continue  its  active  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  find  workable  solu¬ 
tions  to  this  problem.  We  expect  to  continue  to  promote 
the  conservation  of  wildlife  and  to  gain  the  cooperation  of 
farmers  to  this  end.  Furthermore,  we  shall  expect  to  make 
effective  use  of  the  new  provision  for  cost  sharing  for  wild¬ 
life  practices.  We  shall  continue  to  restrict  financial  and 
technical  assistance  for  drainage  to  lands  already  in  crops 
and  deny  assistance  for  bringing  new  land  into  crop  produc¬ 
tion.  We  shall  continue  to  emphasize  the  value  of  wildlife 
and  its  interrelationship  with  soil,  water,  and  forest  conser¬ 
vation  on  the  farms  and  ranches  of  the  Nation.  We  expect 
wildlife  conservation  to  continue  to  occupy  a  prominent 
place  in  the  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  shall  look  forward  to  an  expanded  positive  program  of 
wildlife  improvement  that  will  not  impose  on  farmers  the 
costs  and  sacrifices  of  maintaining  wildlife  for  the  sportsmen 
of  the  Nation. 

Statement  by  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries 
and  Wildlife,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  on  H.R.  8510  and 
I  H.R.  8520,  before  the  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives,  August  18,  1961 : 

Our  Department  is  very  much  interested  in  the  objectives 
of  H.R.  8510,  H.R.  8520,  and  similar  proposed  legislation 
under  consideration  here  today.  For  more  than  10  years 
the  preservation  of  wetlands  valuable  for  waterfowl  has  been 
the  most  serious  and  difficult  problem  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  As  a  result  of  treaties  with  Mexico 
and  Canada  and  implementing  statutes,  migratory  birds 
have  been  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  for 
over  40  years.  During  that  period  a  nationwide  system  of 
Federal  wildlife  refuges  has  been  established  at  considerable 
public  expense  to  insure  the  preservation  of  a  nucleus  of 
breeding  birds;  but  most  of  this  effort  will  have  been  wasted 
if  the  remaining  wetlands  still  in  private  ownership  are 
converted  to  other  use. 
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Wetlands  are  disappearing  rapidly.  Along  our  seacoasts 
and  around  our  cities  they  are  being  either  filled  or  drained  for 
housing  or  industrial  development.  Throughout  the  United 
States,  and  especially  in  the  Midwest,  intensified  efforts  are 
being  made  to  drain  and  reclaim  them  for  agricultural  crop 
production. 

In  the  upper  Midwest  prairie  section,  the  most  important 
waterfowl  breeding  area  in  the  United  States,  thousands  of 
small  potholes  so  desirable  for  breeding  birds  are  being  con¬ 
verted  to,  and  improved  for,  the  production  of  wheat  and 
corn  each  year. 

Congress  has  recognized  the  problem  by  enacting  im¬ 
portant  wetland  preservation  legislation. 

Three  years  ago,  the  Congress  earmarked  all  duck  stamp 
receipts  for  acquisition  of  wetlands  by  purchase  or  lease,  and 
within  the  past  month  the  House  of  Representatives  passed 
a  bill  calling  for  an  advance  of  $150  million  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  over  a  10-year  period 
for  this  program. 

We  believe  that  with  this  current  legislation  our  essential 
wetlands  can  be  saved,  but  our  program  should  not  continue 
to  be  handicapped  with  a  competing  Federal  program  which 
acts  to  encourage  the  elimination  of  these  same  wetlands. 

The  similar  bills  under  consideration  today  should  greatly 
relieve  the  situation. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  grave  responsibility  placed  upon 
us  by  this  legislation.  It  involves  a  job  of  major  proportions, 
but  we  consider  it  so  important  to  the  success  of  our  overall 
wetland  preservation  program  that  there  seems  to  be  no 
alternative  but  to  undertake  this  responsibility  if  Congress 
agrees  this  is  desirable. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  under  no  circumstances  do  we 
question  the  right  of  the  landowner  to  drain  his  own  land. 

The  only  question  is  whether  Federal  funds  should  be  used 
to  encourage  him  to  do  so  if,  in  so  doing,  a  valuable  public 
natural  resource  is,  at  the  same  time,  being  destroyed. 
Neither  are  we,  as  a  wildlife  conservation  agency,  question¬ 
ing  all  drainage  assistance.  We  intend  only  to  recommend 
the  withholding  of  Federal  assistance  when  material  damage 
to  wildlife  is  involved.  This  is  how  we  interpret  the  language 
of  the  proposed  legislation. 

I  hope  this  committee  will  give  favorable  consideration 
to  legislation  on  this  subject. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  22,  1961. 

Hon.  William  Poage, 

Chairman,  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee,  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Poage:  At  the  hearing  held  on  August  18  on  H.R.  8510, 
H.R.  8520,  and  other  bills  concerning  drainage  of  wetlands,  you 
indicated  that  I  could  expand  my  statement  for  the  record  since  time 
did  not  permit  my  testifying  on  the  bills. 
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There  are  two  matters  of  considerable  concern  to  us  on  which  I 
would  like  to  comment.  Our  first  concern  is  with  the  time  element. 
We  are  sure  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  agrees  with  us  that  a 
program  involving  the  drainage  of  wetlands,  some  of  which  form 
essential  wildlife  habitat,  is  a  grave  responsibility.  The  favorable 
statement  of  that  Department’s  witness  on  H.R.  8520  indicates  their 
appreciation  of  the  problem.  However,  it  was  implied  that  it  should 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  have  a  recom¬ 
mendation  regarding  each  application  for  drainage  assistance  ready 
at  the  time  the  application  is  made.  An  inspection  program  covering 
all  applications  for  drainage  assistance  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  will  be  a  tremendous  job 
under  the  best  of  circumstances.  To  anticipate  the  nature  of  and  to 
make  prior  inspection  of  all  potential  applications  for  drainage 
assistance  would  be  an  impossible  task. 

We  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  agree  that  the 
interests  of  establishing  long-term  conservation  at  the  least  possible 
public  expense  would  be  better  served  by  an  alternate  method.  The 
most  efficient  use  of  funds  and  personnel  would  require  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  review  specific  applications  for  drainage 
assistance  and  report  his  findings  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
within  90  days.  The  report  of  our  Department  would  usually  be 
available  well  in  advance  of  that  time. 

The  subcommittee  expressed  some  interest  in  a  suggestion  that  the 
act  be  amended  to  set  up  a  definition  of  wetlands  valuable  to  wildlife 
which  would  be  satisfactory  to  all  concerned  under  all  conditions. 
The  problem  of  developing  such  criteria  has  plagued  the  two  Depart¬ 
ments  for  years,  and  actually  our  inability  to  establish  precise  criteria 
for  wetland  values  is  in  a  large  part  what  has  caused  the  subject 
legislation  to  be  introduced.  The  varying  requirements  of  wildlife, 
particularly  waterfowl,  at  various  times  of  the  year,  in  different 
latitudes  are  a  complicated  picture  at  best.  When  the  tremendous 
variability  of  water  supply  in  many  parts  of  the  country  is  considered, 
a  further  complexity  is  added. 

While  we  believe  that  the  job  is  one  that  calls  for  an  expert 
appraisal,  we  also  recognize  the  need  for  guiding  principles.  For 
example,  we  suggest,  and  we  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
would  agree,  that  wetlands  of  various  types  and  descriptions  similar  to 
those  for  which  we  consistently  make  offers,  either  for  purchase  or 
lease,  under  our  acquisition  program,  are  of  sufficient  value  to  wildlife 
that  a  recommendation  for  denial  of  assistance  is  warranted. 

We  are  no  more  anxious  to  withhold  drainage  assistance  from 
farmers,  where  such  drainage  will  not  adversely  affect  wildlife,  than  is 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  supported  our  Department’s  position  that  assistance 
should  not  be  made  available  to  aid  in  destroying  areas  that  are  of 
value  to  wildlife.  With  review  of  projects  as  contemplated  by  this 
measure,  and  with  judicious  appraisal  of  the  wetland  values  involved, 
we  see  no  reason  to  anticipate  that  our  Department  would  deny 
assistance  in  any  case  except  where  significant  wildlife  values  exist. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  many  times  gone  on  record 
supporting  this  position  and  has  done  so  in  their  statement  on  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 

D.  H.  Janzen,  Director. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  as  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 

Sec.  16 A.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  to 
provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a 
finding  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that  farm 
by  such  drainage  and  that  preservation  of  such  land  in  its  undrained 
status  will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife  preservation  and  such  finding, 
identifying  specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect 
to  which  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  within  ninety  days  after  the  filing  of  the  application  for  drainage 
assistance:  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against  furnishing  such  finan¬ 
cial  or  technical  assistance  shall  terminate  ( 1 )  at  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  notifies  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  such  limitation 
should  not  be  applicable,  (2)  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse 
finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that  time 
an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State  Govern¬ 
ment  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner 
thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource,  or  ( 3 )  five  years  after  the  date  on  which 
such  adverse  finding  was  filed  if  such  an  offer  to  lease  or  to  purchase  such 
wetland  area  has  not  been  accepted  by  the  owm.er  thereof:  Provided  further , 
That  upon  any  change  in  the  ownership  of  the  land  with  respect  to  which 
such  adverse  finding  was  filed,  the  eligibility  of  such  land  for  such 
financial  or  technical  assistance  shall  be  redetermined  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1762 

H.  R.  8520 

[Report  No.  1805] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  13, 1961 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

August  2, 1962 

Reported  by  Mr.  McCarthy,  with  amendments 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Co7igress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Sod  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Aety 

4  as  amendedy  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of 

5  section  t-6  thereof  the  following  new  subsections 

6  “  (c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

7  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota^  South  Dakota-, 

8  and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 

9  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Aety 
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if  the  Secretary  el  ike  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild 
lile  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  an-  that  farm  by 


snob  drainage  and  sneb  finding;  identifying  spceibeally  the 
farm  and  the  land  an  that  farm  with  respeet  ta  whieh  the 
finding  wan  made;  baa  been  bled  with  the  Secretary  ef  Agri¬ 
culture  within  bO  days  after  the  bling  af  the  application 
far  drainage  assistances  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against 
offering  aneb  bnaneial  and  technical  assistance  shall  ter¬ 
minate  one  year  after  the  date  an  whieh  the  adverse  hnding 
af  the  Secretary  af  the  Interior  was  bled  anless  during  that 
time  an  offer  baa  been  made  by  the  Secretary  af  the  Interior 
or  a  State  government  agency  ta  lease  or  ta  purchase  the 
wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  aa  a  waterfowl  re¬ 


source;  ffbe 


AT  f  hlC 

t7T  tlllo 


shall  become 


JhJy  h  1862.” 

•J  7 

That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after  section  16 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  16 A.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter 
into  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  as¬ 
sistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of 
this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding 
that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on  that 
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farm  by  such  drainage  and  that  preservation  of  such  land  in 
its  undrained  status  will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife 
preservation  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 
farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 
finding  was  made,  has  been  filed,  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  within  ninety  days  after  the  filing  of  the  application 
for  drainage  assistance:  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against 
furnishing  such  financial  or  technical  assistance  shall  ter¬ 
minate  (1)  at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  noti¬ 
fies  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  such  limitation  should 
not  be  applicable,  (2)  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  ad¬ 
verse  finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless 
during  that  time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl 
resource,  or  (3)  five  years  after  the  date  on  which  such 
adverse  finding  was  filed  if  such  an  offer  to  lease  or  to  pur¬ 
chase  such  wetland  area  has  not  been  accepted  by  the  owner 
thereof:  Provided  further,  That  upon  any  change  in  the 
ownership  of  the  land  with  respect  to  which  such  adverse  find¬ 
ing  was  filed,  the  eligibility  of  such  land  for  such  financial  or 
technical  assistance  shall  be  redetermined  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  section.” 
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Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended, 
to  add  a  new  section  16A  to  limit  financial  and  technical 
assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  September  12, 
1961. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Committee  and  assigned  to  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  Sen,  Jordan, 
Idaho,  was  assigned  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  Committees,  p,  lij.920 


liu  PASSED  OVER  the  following  bills: 

~  'f  gcilital7e--t'he  work  uf  bhe  Forest  Service, — p.  lU?32 

.  H,  R.  8520,  to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of 


certain  wetlands. 


1U935 


R,  klpJLd,  to  extend  to  1'ishermen  tne  same  treatment  adbdrde 

relatidia  to  estimated  income  tax,  p,  II4.9UU 

HOUSE 

l5»  FARM  PROGRAM,  \Jtep •  Johnson,  Wis,,  criticized  the  CED  repair  saying  it  is  a 
"callous  proposal  to  drive  2  million  farm  families  off  tfce  land  and  into  the 
cities  during  tne  next  5  years,"  and  inserted  statements  of  several  farm 
organization  representatives  opposing  the  report,  ppt  1U856-62 


) 


‘or  the  construction. 
Talent  division  o\ 


theS 


RECLAMATION,  The  Int^ior  and  Insular  Affairs 
did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bills: 

S,  1023,  to  provide 
additional  features  of  t 
project.  Ore, ; 

H.  R.  7811,  to  amend 
tion  project  to  provide  for  t 

H.  R.  2796  (amended),  to  p 
water  supply  contracts  under  theNRec. 

S,  2179,  to  make  additional  p: 

S,  1060  (amended),  to  constru 
Tonasket  unit  of  the  Okanogan-Si 
Wash.  p.  D700 


Com»(ittee  voted  to  report  (but 


>eration, 
rthe  Rogue  River 


and  maintenance  of 

Basin  reclamation 


act  authorizing  the  Crooked  River  Federal  reclama— 
irrigation  of  additional  lands 5 
vide  fpr  the  renewal  of  certain  long-term 
at ion  Project  Act; 
sion  for  irrigation  blocks; 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Oroville- 
een  division.  Chief  Joseph  Dam  project, 


) 


17.  TENNESSEE  VALLE!  AUTHORITY.  Aie  Government  Operations  Committee  issued  a  report ; 

"Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Urgent  Purchase^"  (H,  Rept,  2152) •  P*  1^872 

18.  MEDALS.  By  a  vote  of  19yto  177,  failed  to  pad*  under  suspension  of  the  rules 

(a  two-thirds  majoritVoeing  necessary  under  suspension  proceedings)  H,  R. 

U055,  to  authorize  iUrfe  payment  of  a  monetary  awar^  to  recipients  of  the 
National  Medal  of  Science,  pp.  1U828-9 

19.  PURCHASING.  The  Ales  Committee  reported  a  resolutionSf  or  the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  I3I4I require  passenger  carrying  motor  vehicles  purchased  for  use 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  meet  certain  safety  standarete,  pp#  1Lo2o,  I401 

20.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11151,  thk  legislative  branch 
appropr^ftion  bill,  1963.  Senate  conferees  have  already  beei\appointed.  pp. 
1U831-J 

21.  BUILJ^NGS.  Passed  without  amendment  H*  R,  11880,  to  amend  the  Foreign  Service 
Ldings  Act,  1926,  to  authorize  additional  appropriations,  inclucj^ng  ur.  s 

Dr  agricultural  attache  housing,  p.  lIt-829 

'STOCKPILING.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
Res.  509*  providing  the  express  approval  of  Congress,  pursuant  to  oec  10  ^ 

3(e)  of  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act,  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  certain  materials  from  the  national  stockpile  (H.  Rept.  d±5( )• 
p.  11*872 


23.  RESEARCH. 


The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R,  12712,  to 


-  h  - 


assist  the  States  to  provide  additional  facilities  for  research  at  the  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  (H,  Rept,  2155)*  P»  1U872 


2lu  PERSONNEL,  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment^ 


'H.  R,  9957,  to  amend  Sec,  7  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  19U6,/&s 
amended,  relating  to  travel  expenses  of  civilian  officers  and  employee^  assign¬ 
ed  t.o  duty  posts  outside  the  continental  U,  B,  (H,  Rept,  2l53)«  p,  3<u872 


2£,  COMMUNICATIONS,  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  repent  (but  did 
not  actvbally  report)  with  amendment  H,  R,  11899>  to  amend  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  19U9  to  provide  for  a  Federal  telecommunica¬ 
tions  fund\  p,  D700 


26,  LIBRARIES,  The\.  General  Subcommittee  on  Education  of  the  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  votedSto  report  to  the  full  committee  with  ame/Wment  H,  R,  11823 ,  to 
amend  the  LibraryvServices  Act  in  order  to  make  areas  lacking  in  public  li¬ 
braries,  or  with  inadequate  public  libraries,  public  j£Lementary  and  secondary 
school  libraries,  and  certain  college  and  university'libraries,  eligible  for 
benefits  under  that  akj,,  p,  D700 


27,  LANDS i  RESEARCH,  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  ( 
not  actually  report)  with ^amendments  H,  R,  1013 A,  to  convey  certain  ARS  land 
in  Prince  Georges  County,  M&L,  to  the  American  National  Red  Cross,  p,  D700 


28,  EDUCATION,  Rep,  Quie  f avorablyVdiscussed JR*  R,  8900,  the  proposed  College 
Academic  Facilities  Act,  pp,  11^62-71  / 


ITEMS 


APPENDIX 


29«  FORESTRY  RESEARCH,  Speech  in  the  Jfo useS^y  Rep,  Pirnie  favoring  cooperative 
forestry  research  programs,  p,X6062 


30,  MIGRANT  WORKERS,  Extension  o y remarks  of  Rep,  Joels  on  urging  House  action  on 
Senate-passed  bills  to  aid  jfagratoiy  farmworkers,  p,  A6063 


31,  FARM  PROGRAMj  MARKETING,  /Extension  of  remarks  ok  Rep,  Hoeven  inserting  an 
address  by  Rep,  Nelseny'"The  Farmer’s  Market  Is  Worldwide,”  pp,  A6067-9 


C 


32,  ELECTRIFICATION,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Utt  inserting  correspondence  in 
opposition  to  the  pacific  Northwest  regional  power  preference  bills,  pp, 
A6070-1 


33,  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Bolton  inskfting  an  article, 
,fWho  Conserves  Our  Resources?”  pp,  A6072-3 


3U«  FOREIGN  AI29,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  O’Konski  criticizingN^he  foreign 

aid  program  and  the  imports  of  products  as  a  ’’process  of  giving  a^ay  the  jobs 
of  American  workers,"  p,  A6078 


35*  SUGAR,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Dent  expressing  concern  over  the  \nontinu- 
<g  problems  that  beset  the  sugar  import-export  and  subsidy  policies  o\  our 
Station,”  and  inserting  an  address  which  touches  upon  other  phases  of  the' 
relationship  of  the  sugar-exporting  nations  with  the  economics  of  trade,  ^p, 
A6087-9 


36,  ECONOMICS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Younger  inserting  an  article,  "The 
Developing  Dialog  on  Economic  Growth,"  pp,  A6089-92 
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DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  20, 1962. 
on.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

PrS^dent  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

DeaV  Mr.  President:  There  is  transmitted 
herewith  for  consideration  by  the  Congress 
a  draft  (^legislation  which  would  amend  the 
international  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949, 
as  amendeaV  to  extend  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  tnk  act  to  implement  the  1962 
International  wfoeat  Agreement  to  which  the 
Senate  has  give\its  advice  and  consent  for 
ratification. 

Enactment  by  tde  Congress  of  this  pro 

posed  implementing's,  legislation  is  recom¬ 
mended.  Under  its  provisions  certain  ac¬ 
tion  is  authorized  to  secure  the  benefits  and 
discharge  the  obligations  of  the  United 
States  under  the  agreement,  upon  the  ex¬ 
pected  entry  into  force  of  \he  operational 
provisions  of  the  agreement  >on  August  1, 
1962.  This  proposed  legislation  also  is  be¬ 
ing  submitted  to  the  Speaker  or\fhe  House 
of  Representatives. 

The  current  agreement,  by  its  owk  terms, 
expires  on  July  31,  1962.  The  1962 ''agree 
ment  in  effect  continues  it,  with  someVevi 
sions,  for  a  period  ending  July  31,  N65- 
The  rights  and  obligations  under  the  n 
agreement  are  similar  to  those  in  the  195 
agreement.  Each  importing  country  under¬ 
takes,  when  prices  are  within  the  agreement 
range,  to  purchase  from  member  exporting 
countries  a  specified  percent  of  its  total 
commercial  purchases  from  all  sources,  what¬ 
ever  that  total  may  be.  Exporting  countries 
in  association  with  one  another  undertake 
to  make  wheat  available  to  member  import¬ 
ing  countries  at  prices  within  the  range  to 
enable  them  to  fulfill  their  obligations,  ex¬ 
cept  that  if  prices  reach  the  maximum,  ex¬ 
porting  countries  then  are  obligated  to  fur¬ 
nish  importing  countries  with  certain  quan¬ 
tities  based  on  historical  commercial  trade 
during  a  previous  period,  before  prices  may 
move  above  the  maximum.  In  the  1962 
agreement,  the  maximum  and  minimum 
prices  are  12  %  cents  per  bushel  higher  than 
those  of  the  1959  agreement;  namely,  $2.02% 
and  $1,162%,  respectively,  in  terms  of  a  basic 
wheat  at  a  basing  point  at  the  head  of  the 
Great  Lakes. 

The  new  agreement,  like  previous  ones, 
covers  commercial  transactions.  As  de¬ 
fined  in  the  agreement,  this  excludes  such 
exports  as  those  pursuant  to  Public  Law  480 
bilateral  barter,  and  credit  sales  where  tl 
terms  do  not  conform  with  those  prevailjAg 
commercially. 

The  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  authorizes  the  President, 
acting  through  the  Commodity  Ci/it  Cor¬ 
poration,  to  make  available  or  cafu.se  to  be 
made  available,  such  quantities  at  wheat  and 
wheat  flour  and  at  such  price/s  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  exercise  the  rights,  obtain  the  bene¬ 
fits,  and  fulfill  the  obligations  of  the  United 
States,  and  to  take  certain /her  action  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  implementation,  of  the  agreement. 
Pursuant  to  this  authority  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  h/s  made  wheat  avail¬ 
able  by  making  export  payments-in-kind  on 
wheat  and  cash  pa/nents  on  wheat  flour,  to 
commercial  exporters,  and  by  the  sale  to 
commercial  exporters  of  wheat  acquired  by 
the  Commodbjy  Credit  Corporation  under 
its  price -sum4ort  program;  all  in  connection 
with  exports  to  importing  countries  which 
were  members  of  the  wheat  agreement.  The 
rate  of  oayment  on  commercial  exports  rep¬ 
resent^ the  difference  between  the  price  of 
wheafr  on  the  domestic  market  and  the  sell¬ 
ing/price  of  such  wheat  under  the  agree- 
it.  All  transactions  are  reported  to  the 
iternational  Wheat  Council  for  recording. 
The  1962  agreement  recognizes  provisional 
membership  to  accommodate  those  countries 
which  participated  in  the  negotiations  but 
whose  legislatures  do  not  find  it  possible  to 


ratify  before  the  agreement  comes  into  force. 
In  such  a  case  an  interim  instrument  is  de¬ 
posited;  i.e.,  an  intention  to  seek  acceptance 
or  accession  in  accordance  with  the  country’s 
constitutional  procedures.  The  provisional 
membership  will  expire  upon  deposit  of  the 
full  instrument  of  acceptance  or  upon  expiry 
of  the  period  granted  for  its  deposit,  but  in 
no  case  later  than  July  16, 1963. 

The  accompanying  draft  legislation  is  in¬ 
tended  to  cover  all  exports  by  the  United 
States  of  wheat  and  wheat  flour  which 
qualify  to  be  recorded  by  the  International 
Wheat  Council  as  commercial  purchases  by 
member,  and  provisional  member,  importing 
countries. 

The  President’s  budget  for  fiscal  year  1963 
assumes  that  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  will  be  extended,  and  a  proposed  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $81,218,000  is  included  for  this 
purpose  in  the  budget.  In  the  event  that  the 
act  is  not  extended,  costs  of  wheat  exports 
would  be  financed  from  funds  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  en¬ 
actment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary 


PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  11400  is  to  continue 
for  2  years,  until  August  7,  1964,  the  ixlsting 
suspension  of  duties  on  copying  lathes  used 
for  making  rough  or  finished  shoc/lasts  from 
models  of  shoe  lasts  and  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  more  than  one  size  shc/from  a  single 
size  model  of  a  shoe  last. 


general  stat 


TENT 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.R.  8520)  to  amend  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  to  limit  financial  and  technical  as¬ 
sistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wet 
lands,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Over,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
nore.  The  bill  will  be  passed  over. 


The  bill  (IOR/10743)  to  amend  title 
38,  United  Sta/s  Code,  to  provide  in¬ 
creases  in  rates  of  disability  compensa¬ 
tion,  and  for  othes  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  aVnext  in  order. 

Mr.  M/uNfSFIELD.  NfDver  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Th/ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore/  The  bill  will  be  passed  over. 

le  bill  (S.  3597)  to  amdnd  title  38, 
Sited  States  Code,  to  permit  for  one 
fear  the  granting  of  national  seSyice  life 
rinsurance  to  certain  veterans  heretofore 
eligible  for  such  insurance,  was\  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Presidents 
believe  the  bill  is  not  the  type  whicf 
should  be  considered  on  the  basis  of  a’ 
call  of  the  calendar,  so  I  ask  that  it  go 
over. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  passed  over. 


Public  Law  1012  of  t  her  84  th  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  August  6,  1956ytransferred  from  the 
dutiable  to  the  free  hst  of  the  Tariff  Act  for 
a  period  of  2  yearsyby  amendment  of  para¬ 
graph  1643  of  the  /riff  Act  of  1930,  “Copying 
lathes  used  for /making  rough  or  finished 
shoe  lasts  fronVmodels  of  shoe  lasts  and,  in 
addition,  caj/ble  of  producing  more  than 
one  size  shod?  last  from  a  single  size  model 
of  a  shoe/ast.”  The  suspension  of  duties 
has  bee/in  effect  continuously  since  that 
time,  ^^ear  extensions  having  been  enacted 
on  M /y  16.  1958  (Public  Law  85-416),  and 
on  /ne  30,  1960  (Public  Law  86-562).  H.R. 
11^00  would  continue  the  suspension  for  a 
rther  2-year  period,  until  August  7,  1964. 
e  suspension  of  duty  was  made  in  order 
to  make  available  to  domestic  shoe-last  man¬ 
ufacturers  highly  specialized  and  expensive 
copying  lathes  which  can  only  be  obtained 
from  foreign  sources.  The  Commerce  De¬ 
partment,  in  recommending  enactment  of 
this  legislation  advised  that  “the  domestic 
shoe-last  manufacturing  industry  is  very 
much  interested  in  these  lathes,  since  they 
greatly  increase  the  production  of  shoe  lasts 
per  unit  of  investment  and  production  costs. 
This  type  of  equipment  is  available  only 
from  foreign  sources.  The  duty  is  13%  per¬ 
cent,  and  continuance  of  the  suspension  will 
benefit  the  shoe-last  manufacturing  indus¬ 
try  without  detriment  to  domestic  equip¬ 
ment  producers.”  >.=- 

The  U.S.  Tariff  Commission  states  that 
"it  is  believed  that  the  lathes  being  im¬ 
ported  are  primarily  for  the  use  of  last 
manufacturers  who  find  it  necessary  to  re¬ 
place  their  older  type  lathes  in  order  to  re¬ 
main  competitive,”  and  that  the  Commission 
“has  been  apprised  of  no  complaints  from 
domestic  interests  against  the  suspension 
of  duties.” 


TWO-YEAR  EXTENSION  OF  SUSPEN¬ 
SION  OF  DUTIES  ON  CERTAIN 

LATHES 

The  bill  (H.R.  11400)  to  continue  for  2 
years  the  existing  suspension  of  duties 
on  certain  lathes  used  for  shoe  last 
roughing  or  for  shoe  last  finishing,  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No.  1808) ,  explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


ARBUCKLE  RECLAMATION 
PROJECT,  OKLAHOMA 
The  Senate  proceed  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  892)  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  Arbuckle  reclamation  proj  - 
ect,  Oklahoma,  and  for  other  purposes, 
irhich  had  been  reported  from  the  Com- 
dttee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
wfth  amendments,  on  page  2,  line  21, 
aftelk“(72  Stat.  319)  ”,  to  insert  a  comma 
and  Vs  amended”;  on  page  3,  line  19, 
after  the  word  “purposes”,  to  insert  “so 
long  as  She  space  designated  for  those 
purposes  naay  be  physically  available, 
taking  into  account  such  equitable  real- 
location  of  reservoir  storage  capacities 
among  the  puntoses  served  by  the  proj¬ 
ect  as  may  be  necessary  due  to  sedimen¬ 
tation,”;  on  page\l,  line  10,  after  the 
word  “to”,  to  strike  out  “the  project 
water  users”  and  insert  “a  water  users’ 
organization”;  on  pag\ 6,  line  9,  after 
the  word  “the”,  to  strikVmt  “preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation”  an\  insert  “con¬ 
servation  and  development^  and  after 
line  15,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  9.  There  Is  hereby  authorised  to  be 
appropriated,  out  of  any  moneysMn  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriateaxsuch 
sums  as  may  be  required  to  carry  ouV'he 
purposes  of  this  Act. 
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appropriated  such\addttional  sums  as  may 
be  required  for  the\  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project.  \ 

So  as  to  make  the  bnl  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the\enate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the\fnited  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  Vuthorized  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Ar- 
buckle  Federal  reclamation  project,  Okla¬ 
homa,  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902^32  Stat. 
388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto),  for  the  principal  puiteases 
of  storing,  regulating,  and  furnishing  w\ter 
for  municipal,  domestic,  and  industrial  use, 
and  for  controlling  floods  and  for  the  con\ 
servation  and  development  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  the  enhancement  of  recreational 
opportunities.  The  project  shall  consist  of 
the  following  principal  works :  A  reservoir  on 
Rock  Creek  near  Sulphur,  Oklahoma,  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  pipelines,  and  other  conduits  for 
furnishing  water  for  municipal,  domestic, 
and  industrial  use,  and  minimum  basic 
recreational  facilities. 

Sec.  2.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  Arbuckle  project,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  allocate  the  costs  thereof  among 
different  functions  resulting  from  multiple- 
purpose  development  under  the  following 
conditions : 

(a)  Allocations  to  flood  control,  recreation, 
and  the  conservation  and  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  shall  be  nonreimbursable  and 
nonreturnable  under  the  reclamation  laws; 

(b)  Allocations  to  municipal  water  sup¬ 
ply,  including  domestic,  manufacturing,  and 
industrial  uses,  shall  be  repayable  to  the 
United  States  by  the  water  users  through 
contracts  with  municipal  corporations,  or 
other  organizations  as  defined  by  section  2, 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat. 
1187)  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws,  and  to  the  extent  appro¬ 
priate,  under  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958 
(72  Stat.  319),  as  amended.  Such  contracts 
shall  be  precedent  to  the  commencement  of 
construction  of  any  project  unit  affecting 
the  individual  municipality  or  industrial 
users,  and  shall  provide  for  repayment  of 
construction  costs  allocated  to  municipal/ 
water  supply  in  not  to  exceed  fifty  years  frojh 
the  date  water  is  first  delivered  for  that  nnr- 
pose:  Provided,  That  the  water  usera/  or¬ 
ganization  be  responsible  for  the  disposal  and 
sale  of  all  water  surplus  to  its  requirements, 
and  that  the  revenues  therefrony/shall  be 
used  by  the  organization  for  the /retirement 
of  project  debt  payment,  payment  of  inter¬ 
est,  and  payment  of  operation/and  mainte¬ 
nance  cost.  The  interest  rate  used  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  computing  interestyduring  construc¬ 
tion  and  interest  on  the  uapaid  balance  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Seofetary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  construction  i initiated,  on  the  basis 
of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  pay¬ 
able  by  the  Treasjftry  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  pubkrc  obligations,  which  are 
neither  due  nc ~>y  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  faSm  date  of  issue; 

(c)  Upon /the  completion  of  the  payment 
of  the  wat ffr  users’  construction  cost  obliga¬ 
tion,  toge/fher  with  the  interest  thereon,  the 
water  upbrs,  their  designee  or  designees,  shall 
(1)  have  a  permanent  right  to  the  use  of 
thakportion  of  the  project  allocable  to  muni¬ 
cipal  water  supply  purposes  so  long  as  the 


space  designated  for  those  purposes  may  be 
physically  available,  taking  into  account  such 
equitable  reallocation  of  reservoir  storage 
capacities  among  the  purposes  served  by  the 
project  as  may  be  necessary  due  to  sedi¬ 
mentation,  subject,  if  the  project  is  then 
operated  by  the  United  States,  to  payment  of 
a  reasonable  annual  charge  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  sufficient  to  pay  all  operation 
and  maintenance  charges  and  a  fair  share 
of  the  administrative  costs  applicable  to  the 
project;  (2)  be  conveyed  title  to  such  por¬ 
tions  of  the  pipelines  and  related  facilities 
as  are  used  solely  for  delivering  project  water 
to  the  water  users. 

Sec.  3.  Contracts  may  be  entered  into  with 
the  water  users’  organization  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  without  regard  to 
the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  9  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
transfer  to  a  water  users’  organization  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
works  herein  authorized  and,  if  such  trans¬ 
fer  is  made,  may  deduct  from  the  obligation 
of  the  water  users  the  reasonable  capitalized 
equivalent  of  that  portion  of  the  estimated 
operation  and  maintenance  cost  of  the 
^undertaking  which,  if  the  United  States  con¬ 
tinues  to  operate  the  project,  would  be  allo¬ 
cate!  to  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife, 
purposes.  Prior  to  taking  over  the  car/, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  said  woi/s, 
the  water  users’  organization  shall  obligate 
itself  to\pperate  them  in  accordance'  with 
criteria  specified  by  the  Secretary  A of  the 
Army  with \espect  to  flood  controi/and  the 
Secretary  of  me  Interior  with  respect  to  fish 
and  wildlife  and  reersation.  / 

Sec.  5.  Construction  of  the  Arbuckle 
project  herein  authorized  n<ay  be  under¬ 
taken  in  such  unitsSor  stage*  as  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Secretary\best/serve  the  project 
requirements  and  tns/relative  needs  for 
water.  Repayment  coiAracts  negotiated  in 
connection  with  each/untt  or  stage  of  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  subject \o  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  section  2  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may\(l)  contract 
for  the  construction  of  any  'part  of  the 
minimum  basic  recreational  facilities  with 
any  qualifier  agency  of  the  StatNpf  Okla¬ 
homa  or  a /political  subdivision  thereof,  and 
(2)  upon/conclusion  of  a  suitable  agreement 
with  any  such  agency  or  political  subdivi¬ 
sion  ten  assumption  of  the  administration, 
operation,  and  maintenance  thereof  at  the 
earnest  practicable  date,  construct  or  perh 
mit  the  construction  of  public  park  and 
recreational  facilities  on  lands  owned  by  the 
/United  States  adjacent  to  the  reservoir  of 
the  Arbuckle  project,  when  such  use  is  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  not  to  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  public  interest,  all  under  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe.  No  recreational  use  of  any  area 
to  which  this  section  applies  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Oklahoma  for  the  protection 
of  fish  and  game  and  the  protection  of  the 
public  health,  safety,  and  welfare.  The 
Federal  costs  of  constructing  the  facilities 
authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  limited 
to  the  nonreimbursable  costs  of  the  Ar¬ 
buckle  project  for  minimum  basic  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  rea¬ 
sonable  provision  in  connection  with  the 
works  of  the  Arbuckle  Federal  reclamation 
project,  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48 
Stat.  401,  as  amended,  18  U.S.C.  661,  and 
the  following) ,  as  he  finds  to  be  required 
for  the  conservation  and  development  of 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Sec.  8.  Expenditures  for  Arbuckle  Reser¬ 
voir,  and  the  water  supply  aqueduct  system, 
may  be  made  without  regard  to  the  soil 
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survey  and  land  classification  requirements 
of  the  Interior  Department  Appropriation^ 
Act,  1954  (43  U.S.C.  390a) .  / 

Sec.  9.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  construction  of  the  Arbuckle 
reclamation  project  the  sum  of  $13,340,000 
(March  1962  prices),  plus  or  mini/  such 
amounts  as  may  be  justified  by  ^reason  of 
ordinary  fluctuations  in  constriction  costs 
as  indicated  by  engineering  cosir  indices  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  type  of  construction  involved 
herein.  There  are  also  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  additional /sums  as  may  be 
required  for  the  operatiour  and  maintenance 
of  the  project.  / 

The  amendments  »vere  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanim/us  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No/ 1809) ,  explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bfll. 

Th£re  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was/ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as/ ollows : 

/  PURPOSE 

'  The  purpose  of  S.  092,  is  to  authorize  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
the  multiple-purpose  Arbuckle  project  in 
south-central  Oklahoma.  Through  the  reg¬ 
ulation  and  storage  of  the  flows  of  Rock 
Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Washita  River,  the 
project  is  designed  to  provide  municipal, 
domestic,  and  industrial  water  supplies, 
flood  control,  and  fish  and  wildlife  and  rec¬ 
reational  opportunities. 

The  communities  in  the  area  that  would 
be  served  by  this  project  have  long  recog¬ 
nized  the  need  for  a  dependable  water  supply 
but  the  urgency  of  the  situation  became 
evident  during  the  severe  drought  of  the 
1950’s.  During  this  period  the  communities 
experienced  serious  shortages  of  water,  even 
for  human  consumption  and  fire  protection. 
At  the  peak  of  the  drought  in  1956,  the  use 
of  water  had  to  be  rationed  in  the  project 
area.  All  springs  in  the  area  went  dry  and 
the  water  level  in  the  wells  dropped  as  much 
as  18  feet.  While  a  number  of  new  wells  had 
been  drilled  recently,  the  underground  water 
supply  is  not  considered  a  firm  source  for 
meeting  the  needs  in  the  project  area. 

In  addition  to  the  drought  conditions 
which  have  prevailed  in  the  area,  the  com¬ 
munities  are  experiencing  a  rapid  expansion 
San  population  which  creates  an  ever-expand- 
nag  need  for  water. 

Although  the  flood-control  benefits  from 
the  project  are  not  high,  they  are  important. 
The  reservoir  would  reduce  periods  of  down- 
stream'flooding  with  the  suffering  and  dam¬ 
age  consequent  thereto.  The  storage  of 
floodwateiten  the  reservoir  during  the  period 
of  the  projete  operation  study,  1922  to  1958, 
would  have  prevented  all  flooding  along  Rock 
Creek  and  reduced  the  magnitude  of  floods 
on  the  WashitaS.  River.  Fishing,  hunting, 
and  other  recreational  opportunities  in  this 
area  are  inadequate  smd  the  Arbuckle  project 
would  assist  in  meetteg  these  ever-expand¬ 
ing  needs.  X 

PLAN  OF  DEVELOPMENllAND  OPERATION 

The  plan  of  developmenuSprovides  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Arbuckle  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Rock  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the 
Washita  River,  about  6  miles  southwest  of 
the  city  of  Sulphur.  The  dam  Xould  be  a 
rolled-earth  type,  139  feet  in  heignk  and  the 
reservoir  would  have  a  capacity  dl  about 
226,000  acre-feet.  A  total  of  45  rrn^s  of 
pipelines,  consisting  of  three  separate  lines, 
would  deliver  water  to  the  project  witter 
users.  Water  treatment  and  purification 
would  not  be  a  responsibility  of  the  FederaS 
Government. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  farm  bill  a\  passed  by  Senate.  Senate  passed 
bill  to  transfer  Sec.  32  funds/xo  Commerce  for  lutmser  research.  Senate  committee 
reported  bill  to  authorize  joint  watershed  surveys  by  USDA  and  Army.  Senate  re¬ 
ceived  State  proposal  for  h/ding  World  Food  Congress^  Rep.  Schwengel  opposed 
’passage  of  public  works  acceleration  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  2fen.  Humphrey  reviewed  and  commended  the  provisions  of  the  farm 

bill  as  passon  by  the  Senate,  expressed  regret  that  it  did  n^t  contain  a  dairy 
provision,  ymd  stated  that  MWe  can  improve  upon  it  and  we  wilXimprove  upon  it, 
but  we  have  made  a  good  start  in  adopting  an  effective  program  ior  American 
agricult/re."  pp.  16374-5 

2,  FORESTjflf.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3517,  to  provide  for  the  transfer  ffiqm  this 

Department  to  the  Commerce  Department  Sec.  32  funds  equal  to  50  percent  of  the 
g^/ss  receipts  from  the  duties  collected  on  lumber,  flooring,  mouldings^  and 
.ywood  for  research  and  experimentation  on  lumber  production  and  marketing, 
p.  16289 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Comrftit- 
tee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendment  S.  3335,  to  autho^ 
rize  tfie  transfer  of  land  in  Mont,  from  the  Beaverhead  National  Forest  to  the 
Big  Hole  National  Battlefield,  p.  D761 


\  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  3801, 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
joint  surveys  and  investigations  of  watershed  areas  for  flood  prevention  or 
conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  (S.  Rept.  191 


p.\l6284 

\ 


7. 


WETLANDS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8520,  to  prohibit  assistance  under  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  wetland  drainage  in  N.  Dak.,  S.  Dak.,  and 
Minn,  on  any  farm  where  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  finds  that  wildlife  pre¬ 
servation  would  be  harmed  thereby  and  that  nondrainage  will  contribute  to  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  pp.  16288-9 


RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6984,  to  provide  tha£  provision  may  be 
made  in  cost-type  research  and  development  contracts  (inclining  grants)  with 
universities,  colleges,  and  other  educational  institution^ror  payment  of  re¬ 
imbursable  indirecc\coBts  on  the  basis  of  predetermined  /ixed-percentage  rates 
applied  to  the  total\  or  an  element  thereof,  of  the  reimbursable  direct  costs 
incurred.  This  bill  wjjl  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  p.  16289 


TAXATION.  As  reported  (sate  Digest  145),  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act 
of  1962,  provides  that  cooperatives  are  to  receive  a  deduction  for  patronage 
dividends  paid  to  the  patronhin  cash  or  by  allocations  if  the  patron  has  the 
option  to  redeem  the  allocations  in  cash  durijrfg  a  90-day  period  after  issuance, 
or  consents  to  treating  this  income  as  constructively  received  and  reinvested 
in  the  cooperative.  The  patron  may  give  Hfs  consent  individually  in  writing, 
the  cooperative  may  by  its  bylaws  xequira/members  to  give  this  consent,  or 
patrons  may  give  their  consent  by  endor<(ing  a  check  representing  at  leas  t  20 
percent  of  the  total  patronage  divide^!.  At  least  20  percent  of  the  patronage 
dividend  must  be  paid  in  cash  for  any  allocation  to  be  deductible  to  the  co¬ 
operative.  Any  of  the  amounts  whitfn  are\deductible  to  the  cooperative  must  be 
included  in  the  income  of  the  patron  for  nax  purposes  when  received  if  the 
amounts  arise  from  business  activity  of  theNoatron.  (These  provisions  do  not 
apply  to  REA  cooperatives).  Also,  the  bill  includes  a  provision  permitting 
farmers  to  deduct,  in  computing  their  Federal  income  tax,  expenditures  incurred 
by  them  in  clearing  land  to/make  it  suitable  for\farming,  up  to  $5,000  or  25 
percent  of  the  taxable  income  from  farming  for  thd^year,  whichever  is  the  less¬ 
er. 


LANDS;  MINERALS.  The /Sommer ce  Committee  reported  with  Amendments  S.  2138,  to 
provide  that  a  greater  percentage  of  the  income  from  lands  administered  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife /Service  be  returned  to  the  counties  in\hich  such  lands  are 
situated  (S.  Rep^.  1919).  p.  16284 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  Interior-  and  InsuAar  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  approved  /or  full  committee  consideration  with  amendment  s\.  3451,  to  pro¬ 
vide  relief/ror  residential  occupants  of  unpatented  mining  claims  upon  which 
valuable  kriprovements  have  been  placed,  and  S.  3160,  to  amend  the\act  of  March 
8,  1922, /so  as  to  extend  its  provisions  to  the  townsite  laws  applicable  to 
Alaska./  p.  D761 


HOLIDAYS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  217,  to  make  Sept, 
a  legal  holiday  to  be  known  as  Constitution  Day.  p.  16292 


17  each  year 


9. 


RUGS;  MONOPOLIES.  By  a  vote  of  78  to  0,  passed  with  amendments  S.  1552,  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  antitrust  laws  with  respect  to  the  manufacture  and 
distribution  of  drugs,  pp.  16302-30,  16333-60 
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of  1954  to  provide  a  credit  for  invest¬ 
ment  in  certain  depreciable  property,  to 
eliminate  certain  defects  and  inequities, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  would 
eliminate  the  proposed  tax  deduction 
for  lobbying  expenses  by  business  groups, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  rn  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendments,  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  appropriately  referred;  and,  with¬ 
out  objection, \the  amendment  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendmenVwas  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table,  as  follows; 

On  page  38,  beginning  with  line  17,  strike 
out  all  through  line  21  On  page  40  (section 
3  of  the  bill,  relating  toNippearances,  etc., 
with  respect  to  legislation)  .  \  ' 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr. 'President,  I 
oppose  the  tax  deduction  for  lobbying 
expenses  because  it  would  givesa  wholly 
unjustified  tax  advantage  to  tnbse  who 
stand  to  make  a  profit  out  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  At  the  same  time  it  would  serious¬ 
ly  handicap  those  who  battle  for  their 
ideals  and  the  ideals  themselves.  \ 

Contributions  to  lobbying  organizak 
tions  that  fight  for  their  principles — be 
they  left,  right,  or  center — are  not  tax 
deductible.  For  example,  groups  like  the 
American  Civil  Liberties  Union,  the 
League  of  Women  Voters,  and  the  Amer¬ 
icans  for  Constitutional  Action  have  no 
such  tax  advantage. 

But  if  this  provision  is  enacted,  special 
interest  business  groups,  whose  financial 
interests  will  often  run  counter  to  the 
public  interest,  will  get  a  juicy  tax  break. 
The  same  benefit  will  not  be  available 
to  the  nonbusiness  lobby  organizations. 
This  means  the  public  interest  will  have 
the  cards  stacked  against  it  whenever  it 
comes  up  against  the  dollar  sign. 

The  lobbying  deduction  is  flatly  op¬ 
posed  by  the  Treasury.  It  was  inserted 
into  the  tax  bill  at  the  last  minute  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  No  hear¬ 
ings  on  it  were  conducted  by  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

This  provision  makes  a  mockery  of  tax 
reform.  Instead  of  plugging  a  loophole/ 
it  opens  one  wide  enough  to  drive  a  truoK 
through.  Business  firms  and  groups  sfill 
be  able  to  deduct  costs  of  direct  looby- 
ing,  promoting  legislation,  contact/  with 
Congressmen,  lobbying  and  contacts  with 
State  and  local  officials  and  legislatures, 
and  expenses  incurred  by  trape  associa¬ 
tions  in  propagandizing  a  particular  view 
of  their  members.  / 

It  is  a  sweeping  departure  from  the 
long-established  princhfle  that  only  ex¬ 
penses  “ordinary  and/iecessary”  to  the 
income-producing  oonduct  of  business 
shall  be  tax  deductible.  I  strongly  hope 
it  will  be  rejected/  . 

From  a  legajr  standpoint,  section  3  of 
the  bill  represents  a  change  in  a  long¬ 
standing  principle  which  has  been  sup¬ 
ported  on/several  occasions  by  Federal 
courts,  including  the  Supreme  Court. 
The  Internal  Revenue  Code  provides  for 
deductions  only  for  “ordinary  and  neces¬ 
sary/  expenses.  It  is  far  outside  the 
“ordinary  and  necessary”  income-pro¬ 
ducing  procedures  of  business  to  attempt 
/Co  influence  legislative  decisions.  While 


the  Treasury  Department  has  apparently 
not  attempted  to  enforce  fully  its  pres¬ 
ent  regulations,  dereliction  of  duty 
should  not  be  a  justification  for  legisla¬ 
tive  change. 

The  proposed  change  can  be  criticized 
on  equity  grounds.  It  clearly  and  ex¬ 
plicitly  discriminates  in  favor  of  busi¬ 
ness  lobbying  and  against  lobbying  by 
private  citizens  or  individual  specialists. 
Thus  the  provision  serves  to  rig  the  odds 
against  legislation  for  the  general  well¬ 
being,  and  in  favor  of  specialized  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  few.  It  is  difficult  enough 
at  present  for  the  individual  legislator 
to  obtain  information  on  both  sides  of 
the  questions  upon  which  we  must  legis¬ 
late.  In  effect,  the  new  provision  means 
that  some  tax  funds  now  coming  to  Uncle 
Sam  will  be  returned  to  businesses  and 
trade  associations  in  order  that  they  can 
present  their  case  more  effectively,  while 
at  the  same  time  discouraging  individ¬ 
uals,  who  presumably  have  less  capacity 
to  meet  lobbying  costs,  from  incurring 
those  costs.  Thus  the  flow  of  informa/ 
tion  to  legislators  is  diverted  so  that/it 
comes  more  freely  from  certain  sources 
and  is  less  available  from  other  so/rces. 
\  The  proposed  section  can  be  cvnicized 
ork  economic  grounds.  The/  Federal 
Go\rnment,  through  this  measure,  will 
be  subsidizing  the  diversion  >of  resources 
away  from  productive  output  for  the 
benefit  af  the  national/ economy  into 
specialize®,  propagandizing  purposes 
designed  soi^ly  to  benefit  the  few.  These 
proposed  deduction/ are  not  equivalent 
to  deductions  ner  advertising.  Advertis¬ 
ing  is  intended  tVd Lsseminate  knowledge 
to  the  many  ajroufc  products  which  are 
available  in  me  market.  The  proposed 
deductions  are  for  expenses  designed  to 
influence  me  few  for  the  special  benefit 
of  a  few.  /  \ 

The  proposed  provision  on  lobbying  ex¬ 
pense/ will  discriminate  against  certain 
non/ofit  lobbying  organizations,  such  as 
th / Leagues  of  Women  VoterH.  These 
organizations,  like  industry  trbde  as¬ 
sociations,  are  usually  nonprofit  abd  are 
generally  not  subject  to  tax  on  theinown 
activities.  However,  contributions  \^o 
these  organizations,  like  contributions  oo 
industry  trade  associations,  are  only  de-' 
ductible  by  the  contributors  to  the  extent 
that  the  contributions  are  not  used  by 
the  associations  to  support  lobbying 
activities.  Section  3,  of  H.R.  10650,  would 
permit  contributions  to  trade  associa¬ 
tions  to  be  deductible  even  though  the 
contributions  were  used  by  the  trade  as¬ 
sociations  for  lobbying  purposes.  This 
change  would  be  made  on  the  grounds 
that  the  contributions  were  “ordinary 
and  necessary”  business  expenses.  How¬ 
ever,  contributions  to  organizations  such 
as  the  League  of  Women  Voters  would 
not  be  deductible  to  the  extent  that  the 
league  engaged  in  lobbying  activities 
because  the  contributions  in  that  case — 
under  the  proposed  bill — would  not  be 
considered  as  “ordinary  and  necessary” 
business  expenses.  Therefore,  the  bill 
tends  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  lobby¬ 
ing  activities  by  industry  trade  associa¬ 
tions  and  against  lobbying  activities  by 
certain  other  groups  which  have  been  of 


great  assistance  to  legislators  in  /Che 
past.  / 


PHILIPPINE  WAR  DAMAGE 
CLAIMS — AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana/for  himself 
and  Mr.  Keating)  submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be  pyoposed  by  them, 
jointly,  to  the  bill  (H/R.  11721)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  paymen y  of  the  balance  of 
awards  for  war  damage  compensation 
made  by  the  Philippine  War  Damage 
Commission  under  the  terms  of  the 
Philippine  Rehabilitation  Act  of  April 
30,  1946,  and  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  o/$73  million  for  that  purpose, 
which  wore  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table 
and  to  be  printed. 

MrJKEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  two  amendments,  one  offered 
oryoehalf  of  myself  and  Senators  Javits 
arid  Case,  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the 
.Philippine  war  damag#  claims  bill,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  sale  of  vested  assets  of 
the  General  Analine  Co.  The  other 
amendment  I  am  offering  on  behalf  of 
my  colleague  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  and  myself,  to  the  same  bill,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  settlement  of  heirless  prop¬ 
erty  claims. 

I  will  also  cosponsor  an  amendment 
to  the  Philippine  war  claims  bill,  to  be 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

All  these  amendments  are  designed  to 
permit  a  final  seettlement  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  war  claims  problem  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis.  Certainly  if  we  are  to 
provide  for  additional  payments  to 
Philippine  citizens — which  I  favor — we 
should  at  least  take  some  cognizance  of 
the  17-year-old  problem  relating  to 
American  war  claims. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  lie  on  the  table. 


TRADE  EXPANSION  ACT  OF  1962- 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  submit  an  amendment  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11970)  to  promote  the  general  welfare, 
foreign  policy,  and  security  of  the  United 
"States  through  international  trade 
ato-eements  and  through  adjustment  as¬ 
sistance  to  domestic  industry,  agricul- 
tureVmd  labor,  and  for  other  purposes, 
on  behalf  of  myself,  my  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Smith],  Bbe  Senators  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  BusHSand  Mr.  Dodd],  and  possibly 
some  other  senators  whose  names  may 
be  submittedNat  a  later  time,  and  ask 
that  it  be  appropriately  referred. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  lie  received,  printed, 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  \ 

Mr.  SALTONSTALLv  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  designed  to  prevent  dumping  of 
foreign  government  surplussfirearms  and 
ammunition  which  has  becorne  a  serious 
problem  for  American  companies.  In 
its  report  on  the  Anti-Dumping  Law 
Amendments  of  1958,  the  Senate  Fmance 
Committee  stated :  \ 


No.  150- 


4 


16288 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


August  23 


/The  antidumping  feature  of  our  Tariff  Act 
is\f  considerable  Importance  In  protecting 
domestic  industries  from  inroads  of  foreign 
goods\sold  or  offered  for  sale  at  less  than 
fair  value. 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  anti¬ 
dumping  raw  as  presently  written  does 
not  effectively  prevent  the  dumping  of 
foreign  government  surplus  merchandise. 

The  industry'which  appears  to  be  most 
affected  by  this\loophole  in  the  anti¬ 
dumping  law  is  thksporting  arms  indus¬ 
try.  There  has  been  an  increase  of  300 
percent  in  firearms  inj ported  since  1956 
with  the  result  that  ''tow -cost  surplus 
rifles  have  usurped  37  percent  of  the 
American  demand  for  sporting  center- 
fire  rifles.  Since  1956  morerthan  1  mil¬ 
lion  surplus  military  rifle  imports  have 
been  dumped  in  the  U.S.  market  bearing 
average  import  value  of  under  $\apiece, 
less  than  one -tenth  of  the  least  expen¬ 
sive  comparable  American  product 

Unless  some  remedy  is  provided,  Vie 
capability  of  the’  industry  to  survive 
to  meet  its  traditional  responsibilities 
in  a  time  of  national  emergency  could 
be  seriously  weakened.  The  proposed 
amendment  would  bring  the  antidump¬ 
ing  law  into  operation  when  foreign  gov¬ 
ernment  surplus  merchandise  is  im¬ 
ported  at  a  price  that  is  less  than  its 
cost  of  production  determined  in  the 
manner  provided  by  law. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  referred 
to  the  Finance  Committee,  which  is 
studying  the  subject  and  is  in  executive 
session  on  the  whole  foreign  trade  bill. 


AMENDMENT  OF  UNITED  STATES 
CODE  RELATING  TO  MAILING  OF 
CERTAIN  READING  AND  OTHER 
MATERIALS  FOR  USE  OF  BLIND 
PERSONS— ADDITIONAL  COSPON¬ 
SOR  OF  BILL 

Under  authority  of  the  order  of  the 
Senate  of  August  16,  1962,  the  name  of 
Mr.  Johnston  was  added  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  cosponsor  of  the  bill  (S.  3647)  to 
amend  sections  4653  and  4654  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
mailing  of  certain  reading  and  other 
materials  for  the  use  of  blind  persons,, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Curtis  (for  himsel, 
and  other  Senators)  on  August  16,  19£ 

NOTICE  OF  RECEIPT  OF  NOMINA¬ 
TION  BY  COMMITTEE  O}/  FOR¬ 
EIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  Bfesident,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committal  on  Foreign 
Relations  I  desire  to  announce  that  yes¬ 
terday  the  Senate  received  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Tom  Killeferyuf  Virginia,  to  be 
Executive  Directory!  the  Inter-Ameri¬ 
can  Development  Bank  for  a  term  of  3 
years,  vice  Roberir  Cutler,  resigned. 

In  accordancywith  the  committee  rule, 
this  pending  lamination  may  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  prioyao  the  expiration  of  6  days 
of  its  receipt  in  the  Senate. 


House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  8134)  to 
authorize  the  sale  of  the  mineral  estate 
in  certain  lands;  asked  a  conference  with 
the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Edmondson,  Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas,  Mr. 
Morris,  Mr.  Saylor,  and  Mr.  Wharton 
were  appointed  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  the  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  10566)  to 
provide  for  the  withdrawal  and  orderly 
disposition  of  mineral  interests  in  certain 
public  lands  in  Pima  County,  Arizona; 
asked  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Edmondson,  Mr. 
Rogers  of  Texas,  Mr.  Morris,  Mr.  Say¬ 
lor,  and  Mr.  Wharton  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
conference. 


act  in  the  absence  of  any  claim  for  payment, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  10651.  An  act  to  amend  title  Jt 8 , 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  fees  of 
United  States  marshals,  and  for  othey  pur¬ 
poses; 

H.R.  11523.  An  act  to  authorize^he  em¬ 
ployment  without  compensation/from  the 
Government  of  readers  for  blmd  Govern¬ 
ment  employees,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  12355.  An  act  to  ameaa  the  law  re¬ 
lating  to  the  final  disposition  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  Choctaw  Tribe;, 

S.  J.  Res.  132.  Joint  resolution  extending 
recognition  to  the  International  Exposition 
for  Southern  California  in  the  year  1966 
and  authorizing  the  President  to  issue  a 
proclamation  calling  upon  the  several  States 
of  the  Union  any  foreign  countries  to  take 
part  in  the  exposition;  and 

S.  J.  Res.  17a/  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
and  requesting  the  President  to  designate 
April  21,  1963,  as  a  day  for  observance  of 
the  courage  displayed  by  the  uprising  in  the 
Warsaw/ghetto  against  the  Nazis. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  /nessage  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
seijtfatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE- 
ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
.RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

Hie  message  further  announced  thdt 
the  iSpeaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  fallowing  enrolled  bills  and  /joint 
resolutions,  and  they  were  signed/by  the 
Presiden\pro  tempore : 

S.  1005.  An  act  to  amend  sect)6n  10  and 
section  3  of  the  Federal  Reserve/Act,  and  for 
other  purposes^ 

S.  1781.  An  ac\  for  the  relffef  of  the  heirs 
of  Lt.  Col.  James\Murray  .Bate  (decreased) 
and  Maj.  Billie  Harold  Lyhch  (deceased); 

S.  1849.  An  act  for\hy4elief  of  Stephen  S. 
Chang; 

S.2179.  An  act  toyfoftaid  section  9(d)(1) 
of  the  Reclamation/Project  Act  of  1939  (53 
Stat.  1187;  U.S.Cy/485),  toVnade  additional 
provision  for  irrigation  bloc  las,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

S.  2256.  Anyfict  to  amend  section  5  of  the 
War  ClaimsyAct  of  1948  to  providh  detention 
and  other/ benefits  thereunder  tS  certain 
Guamani/ns  killed  or  captured  \y  the 
Hapan&sfe  at  Wake  Island; 

S.  2574.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  \|on- 
stanjrfna  Caraiscou; 

:2686.  An  act  for  the  relief 
syjpanida  Losowskaja; 

S.  2736.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arie 
^Abramovich; 

S.2751.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Susan 
Gudera,  Heinz  Hugo  Gudera,  and  Catherine 
Gudera; 

S.  2835.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sieu-Yoeh 
Tsai  Yang; 

S.  2862.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mai  Har 
Tung; 

S.  2876.  An  act  to  extend  for  1  year  the 
authority  to  insure  mortgages  under  section 
809  and  810  of  the  National  Housing  Act; 

S.  3016.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  March 
2,  1929,  and  the  act  of  August  27,  1935,  re¬ 
lating  to  load  lines  for  oceangoing  and 
coastwise  vessels,  to  establish  liability  for 
surveys,  to  increase  penalties,  to  permit 
deeper  loading  in  coastwise  trade,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

S.  3039.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bartola 
Maria  S.  La  Madrid; 

H.R.  3728.  An  act  to  amend  chapter  11  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize 
special  consideration  for  certain  disabled 
veterans  suffering  blindness  or  bilateral  kid¬ 
ney  involvement; 

H.R.  8564.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954 
to  provide  for  escheat  of  amounts  of  in¬ 
surance  to  the  Insurance  fund  under  such 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  RANDOLPH: 

Letters  and  pamphlets  describing  recent 
achievements  of  the  Office  of  Vocational  Re¬ 
habilitation,  HEW,  and  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Employment  of  the  Handicapped, 
in  promoting  more  widespread  job  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  handicapped. 

Letter  from  Hon.  L.  Leo  Kohlbecker,  chair¬ 
man,  the  Mayor's  Commission  on  Human 
Relations,  Charleston,  W.  Va.,  to  Senator 
Joseph  S.  Clark,  of  Pennsylvania. 

By  Mr.  KEFAUVER: 

Letter  on  the  satellite  communications 
bill,  received  by  him  from  Mrs.  Florence  Dies, 
of  Kerrville,  Tex. 

Letters  on  the  satellite  communications 
bill,  written  by  John  F.  Funke,  Frederic  A. 
Heutte,  and  J.  S.  Mewhinney,  Jr.,  published 
in  the  Washington  Post  of  August  22,  1962. 

Article  entitled  "Telstar — the  Fine  Print,” 
written  by  Robert  G.  Spivak,  and  published 
in  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune  of  August 
19,  1962. 

By  Mr.  SCOTT: 

Editorial  entitled  “Our  Embassies  Abroad,” 
written  by  William  Randolph  Hearst,  Jr., 
editor  in  chief,  the  Hearst  newspapers. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

SrJtodry  newspaper  articles  relating  to  the 
trade  expansion  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT: 

Addres^k  delivered  by  Merle  H.  Tucker, 
president  of  Kiwanis  International,  at  Os¬ 
ceola,  Ark.,  August  6,  1962. 


CONSIDERATION  OF  CERTAIN 
CALENDAR  BILLS 

Mr.  MANSFIEDD.  Mr.  President, 
with  the  consent  of  tHc  Senate,  I  wish  to 
have  taken  up  at  thisNtime  some  meas¬ 
ures  on  the  calendar  toWhich  there  is 
no  objection.  These  measures  have  been 
cleared  by  both  sides;  ancK  so  far  as  I 
know,  there  is  no  opposition^  them. 


LIMITATION  OF  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
DRAINAGE  OF  CERTAIN  WET¬ 
LANDS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
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consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1762, 
House  bill  8520. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.R. 
8520)  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for 
drainage  of  certain  wet  lands  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended.  Is  further 
amended  by  Inserting  after  section  16  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  section : 

‘‘Sec.  16A.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement  in  the 
States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and 
Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical 
assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild¬ 
life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed 
on  thatr  farm  by  such  drainage  and  that 
preservation  of  such  land  in  its  undrained 
status  will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife 
preservation  and  such  finding,  identifying 
specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  finding  was 
made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  within  ninety  days  after  the 
filing  of  the  application  for  drainage  assist¬ 
ance:  Provided.  That  the  limitation  against 
furnishing  such  financial  or  technical  as¬ 
sistance  shall  terminate  (1)  at  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  notifies  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  such  limita¬ 
tion  should  not  be  anpli^able,  (2)  one  year 
after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  un¬ 
less  during  that  time  an  offer  has  been  made 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State 
government  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase 
the  wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as 
a  waterfowl  resource,  or  (3)  five  years  after 
the  date  on  which  such  adverse  finding  was 
filed  if  such  an  offer  to  lease  or  to  purchase 
such  wetland  area  has  not  been  accepted  by 
the  owner  thereof:  Provided  further.  That 
upon  any  change  in  the  ownership  of  the 
land  with  respect  to  which  such  adverse 
finding  was  filed,  the  eligibility  of  such  land 
for  such  financial  or  technical  assistance 
shall  be  redetermined  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“An  Act  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  to  add  a  new  section  16A  to  limit 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for 
drainage  of  certain  wetlands.” 


leges,  and  other  educational  institutions 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


PAYMENT  OF 
COSTS  OF 
VELOPMEI 


iIRECT  FEDERAL 
SEARCH  AND  DE- 


Mr.  President,  I 
consent  for  the  present 
of  Calendar  No.  1783, 


Mr.  MAI 
ask  unanii 
consider! 

House 

Thg/e  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
6984)  to  provide  for  a  method  of 
pa^taent  of  indirect  costs  of  research 
id  development  contracted  by  the  Fed- 
Govemment  at  universities,  col¬ 


FLOW  OF  DOMESTICALLY  PRO¬ 
DUCED  LUMBER  IN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1817,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3517. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  3517) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  establish  and  carry  out  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  promote  the  flow  of  domesti¬ 
cally  produced  lumber  in  commerce, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Commerce,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  on  page  1,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
8,  to  strike  out  “30  per  centum”  and  in¬ 
sert  “50  per  centum”;  so  as  to  make  the 
bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  Tbat  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  transfer  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  each  fiscal  year,  Jbe- 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  commea'cing 
ly  1,  1962,  from  moneys  made  available  to 
ca>uy  out  the  provisions  of  section  38  of  the 
ActSof  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  >612c) ,  an 
amount  equal  to  50  per  centum  pi  the  gross 
receipts  from  duties  collected  under  the  cus¬ 
toms  I^ks  on  lumber  (rough/  dressed,  and 
worked) , Jtooring,  and  moldings  and  plywood, 
which  shael  be  maintained  in  a  separate 
fund  and  sNll  remain  a/ailable  for  use  by 
the  SecretaryNaf  Commsrce  to  establish  and 
carry  out  a  program  f/r  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
moting  the  flowVoiVaomestically  produced 
lumber  in  foreigrxVtnd  domestic  commerce, 
including  (1)  research  and  experimentation 
to  develop  and/incrftase  markets  for  such 
lumber,  (2)  such  otherVxper indentation  and 
biological,  te/hnologicalNand  other  research 
as  may  promote  such  purpose,  and  (3)  the 
distribution  to  the  domestic  lumber  indus¬ 
try  of  the  results  of  the  reseEUch  and  experi¬ 
mentation  carried  out  under  such  program. 

Sec/  2.  In  carrying  out  the  program  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  tine  Act,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall,  as  fa\as  prac¬ 
ticable,  cooperate  with  other  appropriate 
/agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  ami  with 
State  and  local  government  agencies,  private 
agencies,  organizations,  and  individvw 
having  jurisdiction  over  or  an  interest  in  tf 
domestic  lumber  industry.  The  Secretarj 
may  appoint  an  advisory  committee  from 
such  industry  to  advise  him  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  policy,  rules,  and  regulations  with 
respect  to  requests  for  assistance,  and  other 
matters  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  assist  the  program  es¬ 
tablished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
any  agency  of  the  United  States,  or  any  cor¬ 
poration  wholly  owned  by  the  United  States, 
may  transfer,  without  reimbursement  or 
■  transfer  of  funds,  any  equipment  excess  to 
its  needs  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  in  carrying  out  such  program. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
annually  make  a  report  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the 
use  of  the  separate  fund  established  under 
the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  this 
Act. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


LEO  F.  REEVES 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Preside^,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  Calender  No.  18/1,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  703. 

There  being  no  objection,  itfie  bill  (S. 
703)  to  validate  the  homestead  entries 
of  Leo  F.  Reeves  was  considered,  ordered 
to  be  engrossed  for  a  thira  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  pasged,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  tly&  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  oy the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congres t  assembled,  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  status  of  lots  3  and  4,  sec¬ 
tion  1,  township  A  north,  range  11  west  and 
lot  12  and  the  iouth  twenty  acres  of  lot  13, 
section  31,  township  5  north,  range  10  west, 
Seward  merjuian,  Alaska,  and  the  require¬ 
ments  of  /he  homestead  laws  relating  to 
settlement  on  entered  lands,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  hereby  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected/  to  consider  that  the  homestead 
entries  of  Leo  F.  Reeves  of  Soldatna,  Alaska, 
An/norage  031423  and  034503  became  valid 
fy(d  subsisting  as  to  the  above-described 
Zands  as  of  the  date  of  said  Reeves’  actual 
'  settlement  on  any  portion  thereof  and  to 
issue  patent  for  the  lands  to  the  entryman 
upon  the  entryman’s  compliance  with,  and 
subject  to,  the  homestead  laws  applicable 
to  public  lands  in  Alaska,  and  upon  the 
entryman’s  payment  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  of  the  fair  market  value  of  lot  12 
and  the  south  twenty  acres  of  lot  13,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
the  basis  of  the  most  recent  sales  of  similar 
land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  lands  to  be  pat¬ 
ented  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 


VIEWING  WITHIN  THE  UNITED 

STATES  OF  CERTAIN  FILMS  PRE¬ 
PARED  BY  THE  U.S.  INFORMATION 

AGENCY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1845,  Sen¬ 
ate  Concurrent  Resolution  84. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  84)  express¬ 
ing  the  sense  of  Congress  that  arrange¬ 
ments  be  made  for  viewing  within  the 
United  States  of  certain  films  prepared 
by  the  U.S.  Information  Agency  was  con¬ 
sidered  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the 9  Senate  ( the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring).  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  people  of  the 
Jnited  States  should  not  be  denied  an  op- 
ortunity  to  view  the  films  prepared  by  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  depicting 
the\ecent  visit  of  the  wife  of  the  President 
of  thk United  States  to  India  and  Pakistan; 
and  belt  further 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  tha\  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  should  make  appropriate  arrange¬ 
ments  to  nudee  the  films  described  above 
available  for  distribution  through  education¬ 
al  and  commercial  media  for  viewing  with¬ 
in  the  United  Staves. 


ARMED  SERV¬ 
ANT  ACT  OF 


AMENDMENT  OF 

ices  procure: 

1947 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  MfS.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  foKi the  present 
consideration  of  Calendar  \No.  1846, 
House  bill  5532. 

There  being  no  objection,  th<KSenate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill\(H.R. 
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5532)  to  amend  the  Armed  Services 
Pi\icurement  Act  of  1947  which  had  been 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  ,with  an  amendment,  to  strike 
out  all',  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert:  \ 

That  titlfe  10  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Subsection  2304(a)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows 

“‘(a)  Purchases  of  and  contracts  for 
property  or  serviced:  covered  by  this  chapter 
shall  be  made  by  ffcgrmal  advertising  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  use  of  such  method  is 
feasible  and  practicable  under  the  existing 
conditions  and  circumstances.  If  use  of 
such  method  is  not  feasible  and  practicable, 
the  head  of  an  agency,  subject  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  determinations  and  findings 
in  section  2310,  may  negotiate\such  a  pur¬ 
chase  or  contracts,  if — 

“(b)  Subsection  2304(a)  (14)  i3\.amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(14)  the  purchase  or  contract\is  for 
technical  or  special  property  that  he  deter¬ 
mines  to  require  a  substantial  initial  invest¬ 
ment  or  an  extended  period  of  preparation 
for  manufacture,  and  for  which  he  detei 
mines  that  formal  advertising  would  be' 
likely  to  result  in  additional  cost  to  the 
Government  by  reason  of  duplication  of  in¬ 
vestment  or  would  result  in  duplication  of 
necessary  preparation  which  would  unduly 
delay  the  procurement  of  the  property;’. 

“(c)  Section  2304  is  amended  by  adding 
a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

‘“(g)  In  all  negotiated  procurements  in 
excess  of  $2,500  in  which  rates  or  prices  are 
not  fixed  by  law  or  regulation  and  in  which 
time  of  delivery  will  permit,  proposals  shall 
be  solicited  from  the  maximum  number  of 
qualified  sources  consistent  with  the  nature 
and  requirements  of  the  supplies  or  services 
to  be  procured,  and  written  or  oral  dis¬ 
cussions  shall  be  conducted  with  all  re¬ 
sponsible  offerors  who  submit  proposals 
within  a  competitive  range,  price,  and  other 
factors  considered:  Provided,  however.  That 
the  requirements  of  this  subsection  with  re¬ 
spect  to  written  or  oral  discussion  need  not 
be  applied  to  procurements  in  implementa¬ 
tion  of  authorized  set-aside  programs  or  to 
procurements  where  it  can  be  clearly  demon¬ 
strated  from  the  existence  of  adequate  com¬ 
petition  or  accurate  prior  cost  experience 
with  the  product,  that  acceptance  of  an 
initial  proposal  without  discussion  would  re¬ 
sult  in  fair  and  reasonable  prices  and  where 
the  request  for  proposal#  notifies  all  offerors 
of  the  possibility  that  award  may  be  made 
without  discussion.’ 

“(d)  The  second  sentence  of  subsectioi 
2306(a)  is  amended  by  substituting  ‘(f)’  f6r 
‘(e)’. 

“(e)  Section  2306  is  amended  by  adding  a 
new  subsection  as  follows :  / 

“‘(f)  A  prime  contractor  or  anyySubcon- 
tractor  shall  be  required  to  submil  cost  or 
pricing  data  under  the  circumststaces  listed 
below,  and  shall  be  required  tu/ertify  that, 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  the 
cost  or  pricing  data  he  sutykitted  was  ac¬ 
curate,  complete  and  currei 

"  ‘(1)  Prior  to  the  awarj/ of  any  negotiated 
prime  contract  under  this  title  where  the 
price  is  expected  to  excafed  $100,000; 

“  ‘(2)  Prior  to  the  .pricing  of  any  contract 
change  or  modification  for  which  the  price 
adjustment  is  expected  to  exceed  $100,000,  or 
such  lesser  amount  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  head  of  the /gency; 

“‘(3)  Prior/to  the  award  of  a  subcontract 
at  any  tier,  sphere  the  prime  contractor  and 
each  higher  tier  subcontractor  have  been 
required  ffo  furnish  such  a  certificate,  if  the 
price  ofi/feuch  subcontract  is  expected  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $ft00,000;  or 

')  Prior  to  the  pricing  of  any  contract 
ige  or  modification  to  a  subcontract  cov¬ 


ered  by  (3)  above,  for  which  the  price  ad¬ 
justment  is  expected  to  exceed  $100,000,  or 
such  lesser  amount  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  head  of  the  agency. 

“  ‘Any  prime  contract  or  change  or  modifi¬ 
cation  thereto  under  which  such  certificate 
is  required  shall  contain  a  provision  that  the 
price  to  the  Government,  including  profit  or 
fee,  shall  be  adjusted  to  exclude  any  signif¬ 
icant  sums  by  which  it  may  be  determined 
by  the  head  of  the  agency  that  such  price 
was  increased  because  the  contractor  or  any 
subcontractor  required  to  furnish  such  a 
certificate,  furnished  cost  or  pricing  data 
which,  as  of  a  date  agreed  upon  between  the 
parties  (which  date  shall  be  as  close  to  the 
date  of  agreement  on  the  negotiated  price 
as  is  practicable),  was  inaccurate,  incom¬ 
plete,  on  noncurrent:  Provided,  That  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  subsection  need  not  Tie 
applied  to  contracts  or  subcontracts  where 
the  price  negotiated  is  based  on  adequate 
price  competition,  established  catalog  or 
market  prices  of  commercial  items  sold  in 
substantial  quantities  to  the  general  public, 
prices  set  by  law  or  regulation  or,  in  excep¬ 
tional  cases,  where  the  head  of  the  agency 
determines  that  the  requirements  of  this 
subsection  may  be  waived  and  states  in 
writing  his  reasons  for  such  determination.’ 
“(f)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  2310 , 
^)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

/Each  determination  or  decision  und^r 
clauses  (11)-(16)  of  section  2304(a),  sec^on 
2306(&1,  or  section  2307(c)  of  this  tithr  and 
a  decision  to  negotiate  contracts  /under 
clauses  \2),  (7),  (8),  (10),  (12)/or  for 
property  ok.  supplies  under  clause  (Jn.)  of  sec¬ 
tion  2304  (aV  shall  be  based  on/ a  written 
finding  by  the  person  making/  the  deter¬ 
mination  or  decision,  which  filming  shall  set 
out  facts  and  circumstance/  that  (1)  are 
clearly  illustrative  of  thac  conditions  de¬ 
scribed  in  clauses  (41) -(16)  of  section  2304 
(a),  (2)  clearly  inchoate  why  the  type  of 
contract  selected  ungtu  section  2306(c)  is 
likely  to  be  less  costjy  \han  any  other  type 
or  that  it  is  impract/cableSfo  obtain  property 
or  services  of  the/kind  oAnuality  required 
except  under  such  a  contract,  (3)  clearly 
indicate  why  advance  payments  under  sec¬ 
tion  2307(c)  vfould  be  in  the  public  interest, 
or  (4)  deafly  and  convincingly  establish 
with  respedt  to  the  use  of  clauses\(2),  (7), 
(8),  (10 V,  (12),  and  for  property  Nr  •  sup¬ 
plies  uutter  clause  (11)  of  section  2304(a), 
that  formal  advertising  would  not  have  \een 
feasU51e  and  practicable.’ 

*Xg)  Section  2311  is  amended  to  read 
f onows : 

^‘Section  2311.  Delegation 

“  ‘The  head  of  an  agency  may  delegate, 
subject  to  his  direction,  to  any  other  officer  or 
official  of  that  agency,  any  power  under  this 
chapter  except  the  power  to  make  deter¬ 
minations  and  decisions  under  clauses  (11)- 
(16)  of  section  2304(a)  of  this  title.  How¬ 
ever,  the  power  to  make  a  determination  or 
decision  under  section  2304(a)  (11)  of  this 
title  may  be  delegated  to  any  other  officer  or 
official  of  that  agency  who  is  responsible  for 
procurement,  and  only  for  contracts  re¬ 
quiring  the  expenditure  of  not  more  than 
$100,000.’ 

"(h)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  third 
calendar  month  which  begins  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
"An  Act  to  amend  chapter  137,  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  pro¬ 
curement.” 


APPOINTMENT  TO  SERVICE  ACAD; 

EMIES  OP  CITIZENS  OR  WM- 

TIONALS  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

PROM  AMERICAN  SAMOA.  GJDAM, 

OR  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Prudent,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1847, 
Senate  bill  3628. 

There  being  no  objecti6n,  the  bill  (S. 
3628)  to  amend  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  to  authorize  the  appointment  of 
citizens  or  nationals/)f  the  United  States 
from  American  Samoa,  Guam,  or  the 
Virgin  Islands  to/he  U.S.  Military  Acad¬ 
emy,  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy,  and'  the 
U.S.  Air  Force/ Academy  was  considered, 
ordered  to  bfi engrossed  for  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  £ne  third  time,  and  passed,  as 
follows: 

Be  it/enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Revresentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
AmeyCca  in  Congress,  assembled.  That  title 
10, /United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

( 1 )  Section  4342 (a)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  word  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (8) ; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  .period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  the  word  “;  and” 
in  place  thereof;  and 

(C)  by  adding  the  following  new  clause  at 
the  end  thereof: 

“(10)  one  cadet  from  American  Samoa, 
Guam,  or  the  Virgin  Islands  nominated  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  upon  recommen¬ 
dations  of  their  respective  Governors.” 

(2)  Section  4342(c)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  words  “clauses 
(1)  —  (5)”  and  inserting  the  words  “clauses 
(1) — (5)  and  (10)”  in  place  thereof;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  words  “or  Puerto 
Rico,”  and  inserting  the  words  ",  Puerto  Rico, 
American  Samoa,  Guam,  or  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,”  in  place  thereof. 

(3)  Section  6954(a)  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  clause  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(9)  One  from  American  Samoa,  Guam,  or 
the  Virgin  Islands  nominated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Navy  upon  recommendations  of 
their  respective  Governors.” 

(4)  Section  6958(b)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  words  “clauses 
(3) — (7)”  and  inserting  the  words  “clauses 
(3) — (7)  and  (9)  ”  in  place  thereof;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  words  "or  Puerto 
kRico,”  and  inserting  the  words  ",  Puerto  Rico, 

lerican  Samoa,  Guam,  or  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,”  in  place  thereof. 

Section  9342(a)  is  amended — 

(A\  by  striking  out  the  word  “and”  at  the 
end  orclause  (8); 

(B)  BV  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  \9)  and  inserting  the  word  “;  and” 
in  place  thereof;  and 

(C)  by  adding  the  following  new  clause  at 
the  end  therefc 

“(10)  one  cafctet  from  American  Samoa, 
Guam,  or  the  Vffiein  Islands  nominated  by 
the  Secretary  of  tne  Air  Force  upon  recom¬ 
mendations  of  their  Respective  Governors.” 

(6)  Section  9342(c)\is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  outNthe  words  "clauses 
(1) — (5)”  and  insertingNie  words  “clauses 
(1) — (5)  and  (10)’’  in  plack. thereof;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  wi^rds  “or  Puerto 
Rico,”  and  inserting  the  words  >.  Puerto  Rico, 
American  Samoa,  Guam,  or  tn^  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,”  in  place  thereof. 


OP 


ELIMINATION  OF  TIN  IN  ALLOT 
THE  1-CENT  PIECE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present^ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  vot/  to  report  Sills  to  increase  number  of  new  coun¬ 
ties  eligible  for  crop  insurance^  further  restrict  interstate  movement  of  diseased 
livestock  and  poultry,  increa/  limitation  on  FHAVLoans,  extend  time  for  leasing 
tobacco  allotments,  facilitate  work  of  Forest  Service,  facilitate  USDA  administra¬ 
tive  operations,  and  provid ar  cooperation  with  StateVin  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  laws.  Conferees  grat/d  permission  to  file  conference  report  on  USDA  appro- 
■  priation  bill  by  midnigh/  Sept.  12.  Senate  passed  bills  to:  Increase  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Cooperative  FoVest  Management  Act.  Provide  for  ^cooperation  with  States  in 
administration  of  agricultural  laws.  Senate  concurred  in  llouse  amendment  to  bill  to 
expand  survey  of  forest  resources.  Sen.  Morse  discussed  rb^ent  criticisms  of  ad¬ 
ministration  of  national  forests, 

HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAMS  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees  cont^ued,  in  executive 
session,  tfo  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  o/h.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962*V  and  reached 
tentat ijwe  agreement  thereon,  and  will  meet  again  on  Friday,  September  14." 
p.  D$^4 


a 

r  1963. 


2.  APB&IPRIATIONS.  The  conferees  were  granted  until  midnight  Wed.,  to  fi 
Conference  report  on  H.  R.  12648,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 

p.  18127  .  .  > 

Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12870,  the  milita 
construction  appropriation  bill  (H,  Rept.  2356).  pp.  18173-6,  18178 

The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  report  the  foreign 
aid  appropriation  bill  on  Tues. ,  Sept.  18,  and  bring  it  to  the  floor  on  Thurs,, 
Sept.  20.  p.  18132 


2 


AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  no 
actually  report)  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended, 
in  order  to  increase  from  100  to  150  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  Crop 
insurance  may  be  offered  each  year;  S.  3120,  to  grant  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
ulture  additional  authority  to  permit  the  interstate  movement  of  certain 
seased  livestock  and  poultry;  H.  R.  11111,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certain  forest  lands  in  Iowa;  H.  R.  2^2434  ;  j 

(amended) ,  omnibus  bill  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service;  H.  R. 

1 2653\ amended) ,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  in' order  to  Increase  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loang  which  may  be 
insured  uqder  subtitle  A  of  such  Act;  H.  R.  12855  (amended) ,  /relating  to  the 
lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allotments;  H.  R.  12811  (amended), omni¬ 
bus  bill  to  i^acilitate  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agrioulture;  H.  R.  12802, 
to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  certain\Federal  laws;  and  S.  3152,  to  provide  ^or  the  nutritional 
enrichment  and  sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  programs,  including  the  national  school  lunch  program.  The 
Committee  passed  ovd^  without  prejudice  S.  3517,  earmark  Sec.  32  funds  to 
establish  and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the/flow  of  domestically  produced 
lumber  in  commerce;  andvS.  2121.  to  establish  Eederal  agricultural  services 


AGRICULTURE  C<arf. voted  to  accept  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8520,  to  limit  financia 


and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands,  p 


D833 


4.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  tfo  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

S.  J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with 
Alaska,  to  undertake  studies  anas^sury^ys  relative  to  a  highway  construction 
program  for  Alaska,  p.  D834 

5.  MONOPOLIES.  The  interstate  and  Fo/ei^n  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  H.  J.  Res.  636,  the  proposed  Quality  Stabilization  Act  (H.  Rept.  2352). 
p.  18178  ' 

6.  LOBBYING.  Received  from  the/Clerk  of  the  H(Hise  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 

the  quarterly  reports  pursuant  to  the  Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act.  pp.  18180- 
211 


SENATE 


( 


7. 


FORESTRY.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  9728,  to  iiifcnrease  the  amount  authoriz¬ 
ed  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  the  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act  from 
$2.5  million  ty $5  million.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent\to  the  President, 
pp.  18071-2 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  3589,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  acquire^ertain  lands  in  Wright  County,  Minn. ,  and  exchange  them  with  Minn, 
for  State-owned  lands  in  the  Superior  National  Forest,  p.  18^72 

Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  3064,  to  increase  theVauthorization 
for  tb4  national  survey  of  forest  resources  from  $1.5  to  $2.5  million  annually. 
This/bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18073 

‘assed  with  amendment  S.  3335,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  B^sg  Hole 
Battlefield  National  Monument,  Mont.,  including  the  transfer  of  land  \rom  the 
saver he ad  National  Forest  to  the  Monument,  p.  18073 
Sen.  Morse  discussed  recent  criticism  of  the  administatlon  of  the  nat\onal 
forests  and  stated  that  "Secretary  Freeman  is  now  addressing  himself  to  tnis 
problem"  and  that  "These  times  require  a  reassessment  of  procedures,  a  reanhly- 
sis  of  attitudes,  the  communication  of  ideas,  but  most  of  all  an  Improvement 
in  performance."  pp.  18106-7 
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Committee  oihAgriculturc:  Met  in  cxecutvie  session  and 
ordered  report\l  favorably  to  the  House  the  following 
bills: 

H.R.  1 1745,  a  private  bill ; 

H.R.  1 1554,  a  prVate  bill ; 

S.  2859,  to  amenc\the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  in 
order  to  increase  thehiumbcr  of  new  counties  in  which 
crop  insurance  may  1 A  offered  each  year; 

S.  3120,  regarding  titjc  movement  of  diseased  animals; 

H.R.  hi  1 1,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  sell  and  convey  certai\lands  in  the  State  of  Iowa; 

H.R.  12434  (amcndedjNto  facilitate  the  work  of  the 
Forest  Service; 

H.R.  12653  ( amended ),\o\mend  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  >^ct  of  1961  in  order  to 
increase  the  limitation  on  tlfc  amount  of  loans  which 
may  be  insured  under  subtitled,  of  such  act; 

H.R.  12855  (amended),  renting  ra  the  lease  and 
transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allotments; 

H.R.  12811  (amended),  to  facilitate  the\vork  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture; 

H.R.  12802,  to  provide  further  iW  cooperation  with 
States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  laws ;  and 

S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrichment  aWl 
sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  undei 
certain  Federal  programs,  including  thc^iational  schyol 
lunch  program. 

Passed  over  without  prejudice  S.  3517,  toVsUlbliufi  and 
carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the  flowl^Jliiytstically 
produced  lumber  in  commerce;  and  S.  2121^0  establish 
-FctTe ml- n  griett  1 1  u  r  :d  serviees— t^-Chmmp- and*  voted  to 


accept  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  8520,  to  limit  finan¬ 
cial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands. 


JOINT  BRIEFING 

Committees  on  Armed  Services,  Foreign  Affairs:  The 
committees  met  in  executive ^ession  for  a  joint  briefing 
on  critical  world  problems^oy  Secretary  of  State  Dean 
Rusk;  William  P.  Bumb^f  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  International  Security  Affairs;  and  Lt. 
Gen.  Marshall  S.  Caper,  Acting  Director,  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency. 


HOME  LOANS, 


.  Committee  o, 
on  Housin 


Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
eard  testimony  from  Joseph  P.  McMurray, 
jChairmao^Federal .  Home  Loan  Bank  Board,  on  H.R. 
:  13044,  ya  amend  the  Home  Owners  Loan  Act  of  1933, 
and  tKe  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Act. 

Itpexecutive  session  ordered  the  bill  reported  favor- 


Committcc  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
No.  2  continued  hearings  on  H.R.  10518,  and  related 
bills,  to  amend  the  Small  Business  Act,  to  provide  that 
the  program  under  which  Government  contracts  are  set 
aside  for  small  business  concerns  shall  noyapply  in  the 
case  of  contracts  for  maintenance,  repair,  or  construc¬ 
tion.  Heard  testimony  from  public  yntnesses.  Hear¬ 


ings  continue  Thursday,  September/ 
D.C.  BUSINESS 


Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia:  Met  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  and  ordered  repejned  favorably  to  the  House 
the  following  bills: 

H.R.  12690,  to  permit/investment  of  funds  of  insur¬ 
ance  companies  organized  within  D.C.  in  obligations  of 
the  Inter- American  Envelopment  Bank; 

H.R.  12417,  to  Establish  a  small  claims  and  concili¬ 
ation  branch  in  tKc  municipal  court  for  D.C.; 

S.  1651  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Commissioners 
of  D.C.  to  delegate  the  function  of  approving  contracts 
not  exceeding  $100,000; 

S.  2795  (amended),  to  prohibit  the  use  by  collecting 
agencies  and  private  detective  agencies  of  any  name, 
emblem,  or  insignia  which  reasonably  tends  to  convey 
the  impression  that  any  such  agency  is  an  agency  of 
lie  government  of  D.C.; 

H.R.  12546  (amended),  to  amend  the  Life  Insurance 
Company  Act  of  D.C.; 

H.R.  12762  (amended),  to  amend  the  D.C.  Unem- 
Joyment  Compensation  Act;  and 

2977,  to  amend  the  Life  Insurance  Act  of  D.C. 


SHAl 


GENERAL  DEPOT— CALIFORNIA 


Commute  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  HxccutW  and  Legislative  Reorganization  heard  tes¬ 
timony  fromv  Department  of  Army  personnel  regard¬ 
ing  construction  of  an  airfield  at  Sharpe  General  Depot, 
Lathrop,  Calif.  ^Hearings  continue  Thursday,  Septem¬ 
ber  13. 


PRIVATE  CLAIMS 


Committee  on  the  J udich 
testimony  and,  in  execute 
private  claim  bills. 


Subcommittee  No.  2  took 
session,  acted  on  several 


to  the  full  committee. 


FISH 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  con¬ 
cluded  hearings  on  H.R.  11343,  and  rdated  bills,  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ini  note  a  salmon 
and  steelhead  development  program  in  California;  and 
H.R.  9547,  to  facilitate  the  application  and  operation  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956.  TestimoHv  was 
given  by  Department  of  Interior  witnesses  (H.R.  9547)  ; 
and  a  public  witness  (H.R.  11343). 
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Highways— Alaska 

Committee  on  Public  Worlds:  Met  in  executive  session 
and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  the  follow¬ 
ing  bills; 

S.J.  Res..  137,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
in  cooperation  with  the  State  of  Alaska,  to  undertake 
studies  and  surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construction 
program  for  Al\ska;  and 

H.R.  1 1047,  to  bhange  the  name  of  the  Redondo  Beach 
Harbor,  Calif.,  to\he  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor, 
Calif.  \ 

Also  approved  four  navigation  resolutions. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

FARM  BILL  \ 

Conferees  continued,  in  executi\V  session,  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  ahd  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  and  reached  tentative  agreemspt  thereon,  and 
'will  meet  again  on  Friday,  September  14R 

AID  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION  \ 

Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to,  resolve 
the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House^passed 
versions  of  FI.R.  8900,  authorizing  Federal  financial 
assistance  for  institutions  of  higher  education,  but  aid 
not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  on  Mon\ 
day,  September  17. 

APPROPRIATIONS— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  , 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate/ md 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  12870,  fiscal  1963/appro¬ 
priations  for  military  construction.  / 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  13  / 

{All  meetings  are  open  unless  other mse  designated ) 

Senate  / 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  to/continue  executive  hearings 
on  fiscal  1963  budget  estimates  /tor  foreign  aid,  io  a.m.  and 
2  p.m.,  1223  New  Senate  Officj/Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  executive,  on  committee  busi¬ 
ness,  10:30  a.m.,  212  Old  Se/ate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Ban\ing  and  Currency,  executive,  on  H.R. 
779 6,  limitations  on  rea/estate  loans;  H.R.  8874,  re  bank  service 
corporations;  H.R.  14577,  trust  powers  of  national  banks;  H.R. 
12899,  bank  branch/s  on  conversion,  etc.;  H.R.  12628,  housing 
for  the  elderly;  ITR.  12080,  interest  rates  on  time  deposits  of 
foreign  governpfents;  and  the  nomination  of  Paul  J.  Maguire, 
of  New  York;  to  be  assayer  of  the  U.S.  Assay  Office  at  New 
York,  10  a .m.,  5302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Commiftee  on  Commerce,  to  continue  its  hearings  on  S.  3242 
and  S.  J243,  the  administration’s  transportation  bills,  9:30  a.m., 
5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee,  to  resume 
hearings  on  S.  3649,  relating  to  the  vessels  Montau\  and  Glen - 
broo\,  10  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  11970,  proposed 
Trade  Expansion  Act,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Permanent  Subcoin/ 
mittee  on  Investigations,  on  the  financial  activities  of  Billie  Rol 
Estes,  10  a.m.,  318  Old  Senate  Office  Building.  / 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  to  continue  its  hearings/On  the 
nomination  of  Arthur  J.  Goldberg,  to  be  an  Associate  Risfice  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  10:30  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office 
Building.  .  / 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  on  S.  2269  an<f  H.R.  11099,  authorizing  establishment 
within  the  PHS  of  a  National  Institute  .of/Child  Health  and 
Human  Development  and  a  National  Institute  of  General  Medi¬ 
cal  Sciences,  10  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol — Rivers  and  Harbors,  to  continue  hearings  on  the  omnibus 
flood  control  bill,  10  a.m.,  4200  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Armed  Services,  executive,  on  H.J.  Res.  876, 
re  President’s  standby  authority  to  call  up. Reserves,  10  a.m., 
313-A  Old  House  Office/Building. 

Committee  on  Banging  and  Currency,  executive,  on  pending 
business,  11  a.m.,  13/1  New  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  go.  2,  on  H.R.  10518,  and  related  bills,  to 
amend  the  Small  Business  Act,  10  a.m.,  1301  New  House  Office 
Building.  / 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  Subcommittee  No.  4, 
executive/on  pending  legislation,  10  a.m.,  445-A  Old  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  executive,  on  pending 
business,  9:45  a.m.,  429  Old  House  Office  Building. 

/ Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on  Europe,  on 
/aptive  nations,  xo  a.m.,  P-58,  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on  In- 
'tergovernmental  Relations,  on  grain  storage,  10  a.m.,  caucus 
room,  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  .Reorganization, 
on  Sharpe  General  Depot,  Lathrop,  Calif.,  airfield  construction 
project, \:30  a.m.,  1501-B  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Lanas,  on  S.  1065,  H.R.  117x0,  H.R.  12473,  and  H.R. 
9098,  public  lNnds  measures,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  House  Office 
Building.  \ 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  1,  on  popu¬ 
lation  and  immigration  study,  10  a.m.,  327  Old  House  Office 
Building.  \ 

Committee  on  Post  htffice  and  Civil  Service,  executive,  on 
pending  business,  10  a.m.;\2i5  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and 

Harbors,  on  title  I  of  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill,  10  a.m.,  1302  New  xjouse  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  Subcommittee  No. 
4,  on  weather  satellite  program,  i\  a.m.,  214-B  New  House 
Office  Building.  \ 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executive,  on  miscellaneous 
bills,  10  a.m.,  committee  room,  New  Houst  Office  Building. 

Select  Committee  on  Export  Control,  on  ptdicy  changes  since 
amendment  of  Export  Control  Act,  9:30  a.m\304  Old  House 
Office  Building.  Y 

Joint  Committee  \ 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  to  hold  hearings  on: 
progress  in  the  development  of  nuclear  rockets  and  othekatomic 
energy  devices  for  use  in  space,  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.,  roonvAE-r, 
Capitol.  \  ■, 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  1037,  proposed  Perishable  Agri¬ 
cultural  Commodities  Act,  10  a.m.,  room  F-82,  Capitol. 


— 

expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program,  p 


/$  /  4  c- 


/ 

18606 


Began  debate  on  amendment  Mo.  19,  to  provide  $1,600,000  for  AMS  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor,  as  autjrfori- 
sd  by  law,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  pp.  18602-6 


INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  ct\is  bill,  H.  R.  12711,  but  insisted  on  disagreement  to  severalyof  the 
amendments,  pp.  18591-5 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Began  debate  on  t/e  conference 
report  on  \his  bill,  H.  R.  11151.  Action  on  one  Senate  amendment  in  dis- 
agrement  viass. deferred,  pp.  18606-10 


15. 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriation^ Committee  reported 
this  bill,  H.  R.N13175  (H.  Rept.  2410).  p.  18639 


16. 


the  Consolidated  Farmers 
from  $150  million  to 
be  insured  under  such  Act. 


LOANS;  FHA.  Passed  reported  H.  R.  12653.  to  ame 
Home  Administration  A^t  of  1961  in. order  to  incre 
$200  million  annually  o|je  amount  of  loans  which 
pp.  18611-2 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  crit3^cized  the  House  procedures  under  which  this  bill 
failed  to  pass  on  Sept.  17.\pp.  18595-6 


17.  WETLANDS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8520,  to  amend  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection 
to  Sec.  16  to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  18590-1 


18. 


TOBACCO.  Passed  as  reported  .  H.  Rc  128^5,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotments  so  as  to  exclude  cigarVfiller  and  cigar-binder  tobacco, 
types  42,43,44,53,54  and  55  from  the  lease >and  transfer  authority,  pp.  13612-3 


COOPERATION.  Began  debate^6n  S.  3475,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  cooperate  with  State^in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal 
laws  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  eradication 
or  control  of  plant  a#a  animal  disease  and  pests.  \p.  18622).  A  similar  bill, 
H.  R.  12802,  was  passed  without  amendment  earlier  (pto.  18613-4). 


PARKS.  Began  and^concluded  debate  on  S.  2429,  to  revise\the  boundaries  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  ll^ational  Park,  St.  John,  V.I.  pp.  18615-2\ 


PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S\l037,  to  amend  the 
Perishable Agricultural  Commodities  Act  regarding  fees,  oral  bearings,  and 
relicensi^rg  (H.  Rept.  2408).  pp.  18622-3,  18639  \ 


TARIFFS^  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6682,  to  provide  Vor  the 
exemption  of  fowling  nets  from  duty  (H.  Rept.  2412).  pp.  18623-4,  1&639 


PERSONNEL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  for^a  tempo- 
6ry  period  the  existing  provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  the  free  importation 
Xf  personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S.  under  GovernmentX 
orders  (H.  Rept.  2413).  pp.  18624,  18639  \ 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment  \ 

S.  Con  Res.  53,  favoring  travel  by  Federal  employees  on  U.S.  flag  carriers  \ 
(H.  Rept.  2407).  p.  18639 


20. 


21. 


6 


24.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Olsen  discussed  the  M60th  anniversary  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  pioneering  Federal  public  works  agency  which  is  still  playing 
prominent  role  in  water  resource  development  in  Montana  and  elsewhere  ii 


a 


the  West,"  including  its  relationship  with  REA  cooperatives,  pp.  18636T-8 


25. 


iRCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES  COMMITTEE.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the 
ibcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  of  the  Merchant  Marine 
anX  Fisheries  Committee  "met  in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favor- 
ably\to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  9547,  regarding  importation  o y  salmon  for 
sale  within  the  U.S.;  H.  R.  11343  (amended),  regarding  the  initiation  of  a 
salmon  and  steelhead  development  program  in  California;  S.  3504  (amended), 
regardingvrepresentation  of  secretarial  officers  on  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Gomroission;  and  S.  3431,  to  consent  to  the  amertament  of  the  Pacific 
Marine  Fisheries  Compact.  Passed  over  H.  R.  10714,  to  /provide  for  the 
distribution  of  the  total  net  income  from  wildlife  refuges  administered  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of/the  Interior."  p.  D860 


26.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Attached  this  Digest  are  additional 
notes  relating  to  tne  tables  in  Digest  167  summarizing  the  action  of  the 
conferees  on  this  bilV  H.  R.  12648.  These  nprces  were  inadvertently  omitte^TN 
and  should  be  attached>to  Digest  167  as  page/12. 


CEMS  IN  APPEND! 


27.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  /Sen.  Hartke  inserting  an  address  by 


Claude  R.  Wickard,  "Knowledge: NJhe  K^y  to  a  Century  of  Agricultural  Progress." 
pp.  A6890-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  M) 
youth  delegates  in  Germany  and 
countries,  pp.  A6900,  A6907-8/ 


inserting  reports  by  international  farm 
>lakd  describing  conditions  on  farm9  in  those 


28.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  At  remarks  ofvSen.  Wiley  inserting  an  article, 
"America's  Power  System," /Comparing  production  of  electrical  power  in  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  p.  A6tf$3 


29.  HOLIDAY.  Extension  of/remarks  of  Rep.  Green  ii?Rerting  an  editor's  letter 
protesting  the  proposed  designation  of  Sept.  17^s  a  legal  holiday,  pp, 
A6899-900 


30.  MILK.  Extension/bf  remarks  of  Rep.  Quie  inserting  anN^rticle  suggesting  a 
possible  soluJZlon  to  some  of  the  problems  of  the  dairy^industry,  including 
an  increase  Xn  advertising  efforts,  p.  A6903 


0 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  SEPT. 


research  facilities  for  experiment  stations,  S.  Agricultu) 


Additions 

Federal /pay  bill,  S.  Civil  Service  (exec). 
Watershed  projects,  H.  Agriculture  (exec). 
Promotion  of  trade  through  mobile  trade  fairs, 
(exec) . 


H.  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
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limitation  should  be  removed,  or  facts 
1  aimed  to  excuse  the  claimant  for  not  hav- 
iW  resorted  to  any  established  legal  remedy, 
anti  conclusions  based  on  such  facts  as  shall 
be  sufficient  to  inform  Congress  whether  the 
demand  is  a  legal  or  equitable  claim  or  a 
gratuity  and  the  amount,  if  any,  legally  or 
equitablji  due  from  the  United  States  to  the 
claimant. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  Ho  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ARTHUR 


BRACKBILL 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  12092) 
for  the  relief  of  Arthur  H.  Brackbill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows^ 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senat&^and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled v  That  Ar¬ 
thur  H.  Brackbill,  Lancaster,  Pennsylvania, 
an  employee  in  the  postal  field  service.  Is 
hereby  relieved  of  all  liability  to  refund  to 
the  United  States  the  sum  of  $399.31.  \Such 
sum  represents  the  amount  of  certain  over¬ 
payments  of  compensation  made  to  the  skid 
Arthur  H.  Brackbill  through  administrate 
error  in  the  determination  of  his  longevity'' 
benefits  as  a  postal  field  service  employee. 
In  the  audit  and  settlement  of  the  accounts 
of  any  certifying  or  disbursing  officer  of  the 
United  States  full  credit  shall  be  given  for 
the  amount  for  which  liability  is  relieved  by 
this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap¬ 
propriated,  to  Arthur  H.  Brackbill,  Lancaster, 
Pennsylvania,  the  sum  certified  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  by  the  Postmaster 
General  as  the  sum  of  amounts  paid  to  the 
United  States  by  the  said  Arthur  H.  Brack- 
bill,  or  withheld  from  amounts  otherwise  due 
him  from  the  United  States,  by  reason  of  the 
liability  referred  to  in  the  first  section  of 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the 
amount  appropriated  in  this  section  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  10  per  centum  thereof  shall  be  paid 
or  delivered  to  or  received  by  any  agent  or 
attorney  on  account  of  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  violating 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sun 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

With  the  following  committee  am§rfd- 
ment: 

Page  2,  line  12,  strike  "in  excess  a f  10  per 
centum  thereof”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to/be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time/ was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed^nd  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  ojt  the  table. 

JOSEPIc  WOLF,  JR. 

The  Clerk  cajfed  the  bill  (H.R.  12093) 
for  the  relief  Jbf  Joseph  Wolf,  Jr. 

There  beirfg  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bjO,  as  follows: 

Be  it  ermcted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Ameridt in  Congress  assembled,  That  Joseph 
WolfyrJunior,  Lancaster,  Pennsylvania,  an 
employee  in  the  postal  field  service,  is  hereby 
rejfeved  of  all  liability  to  refund  to  the 
Ited  States  the  sum  of  $424.75.  Such  sum 
represents  the  amount  of  certain  overpay¬ 
ments  of  compensation  made  to  said  Joseph 


Wolf,  Junior,  through  administrative  error 
in  the  determination  of  his  longevity  bene¬ 
fits  as  a  postal  field  service  employee.  In 
the  audit  and  settlement  of  the  accounts  of 
any  certifying  or  disbursing  officer  of  the 
United  States  full  credit  shall  be  given  for 
the  amount  for  which  liability  is  relieved 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap¬ 
propriated,  to  Joseph  Wolf,  Junior,  Lan¬ 
caster,  Pennsylvania,  the  sum  certified  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General  as  the  sum  of  amounts  paid 
to  the  United  States  by  the  said  Joseph  Wolf, 
Junior,  or  withheld  from  amounts  otherwise 
due  him  from  the  United  States,  by  reason 
of  the  liability  referred  to  in  the  first  section 
of  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the 
amount  appropriated  in  this  section  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  10  per  centum  thereof  shall  be  paid 
or  delivered  to  or  received  by  any  agent  or 
attorney  on  account  of  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  violat¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sue 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

With  the  following  committee  amp&d- 
lent: 

^age  2,  line  12,  strike  “in  exce^£  of  10 
perVentum  thereof”. 

Th\committee  amendmen^'as  agreed 
to. 

The  b'Hl  was  ordered  tx/be  engrossed 
and  readNa  third  timer  was  read  the 
third  time, 'and  passed/ and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  .pro  tempore.  This 
concludes  the  call/of  the  Private  Calen¬ 
dar. 


MRS. 


1RY  E\  O'ROURKE 


sustained  by  her  former  husband,  James  Xf. 
Pharr,  in  the  Texas  City  disaster  on  April/l7, 
1947:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount 
appropriated  in  this  act  shall  be  paid  or 
delivered  to  or  received  by  any  ageat  or  at¬ 
torney  on  account  of  services  re/dered  in 
connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract'  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Any  n/son  violating 
the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  fingu  in  any  sum  not 
exceeding  $1,000." 

The  committed  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  /Ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  parsed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mj/jOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
cal/No.  222  on  September  17,  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  being  absent.  I  was  present 
ind  answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Record  and  Jour¬ 
nal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  LIBONATI.  Mrs.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  return  for  im¬ 
mediate' consideration  to  Private  Calen¬ 
dar  N<x  631,  the  bill  (H.R.  3$24)  for  the 
relief  of  Mrs.  Mary  E.  O’Rourl 

le  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.\Is  there 
Ejection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle  - 
lan  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  followsN 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of' 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  of  August  12,  1955,  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  settlement  of 
claims  resulting  from  the  disaster  which  oc¬ 
curred  at  Texas  City,  on  April  16  and  17, 
1947”  (69  Stat.  707)  and  the  1959  Amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Texas  City  Disaster  Relief  Act 
(73  Stat.  706),  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Mary  E. 
O’Rourke  (formerly  Mrs.  James  V.  Pharr) 
for  personal  injuries  to  her  former  husband 
shaU  be  deemed  to  have  been  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  before  February  9, 
1956. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert:  “That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap¬ 
propriated,  the  sum  of  $12,500  to  Mrs.  Mary 
E.  O’Rourke,  of  New  York,  N.Y.,  in  full 
settlement  of  her  claims  against  the  United 
States  for  an  award  under  the  Texas  City 
Disaster  Relief  Act,  as  amended  (69  Stat. 
707,  as  amended) ,  due  her  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Texas  based  upon  the  injuries 


SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  86)  favoring  the 
suspension  of  deportation  of  certain 
aliens,  with  a  Senate  amendment  to  the 
House  amendment,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows : 

Page  5,  after  line  4,  insert: 

“Sec.  5.  The  Congress  approves  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  the  status  of  permanent  residence  in 
the  case  of  the  alien  hereinafter  named,  in 
which  case  the  Attorney  General  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  such  alien  is  qualified  under  the 
provisions  of  section  4  of  the  Displaced  Per¬ 
sons  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (62  Stat.  1011; 
64  Stat.  219;  50  App.  U.S.C.  1953)  : 

“A-71 16387,  Rock,  Feiga  Altmann.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
ejection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
fropi  Pennsylvania? 

mre  was  no  objection. 

Tf\  Senate  amendment  to  the  House 
amendment  was  concurred  it. 

A  mowftn  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

(Mr.  WALTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  tcr'extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Re^crd.) 

Mr.  WALTER\ Mr.  Speaker,  Senate 
concurrent  resolution  which  passed  the 
Senate  on  July  29,  r$62,  was  designed  to 
record  congressional  aimroval  of  suspen¬ 
sion  of  deportation  inVhe  cases  of  67 
aliens  whom  the  Attorney  General 
found  eligible  pursuant  tV  paragraphs 
(4)  and  (5)  of  section  244(a\mf  the  Im¬ 
migration  and  Nationality  AcK  or  under 
section  19(c)  of  the  Immigration  Act  of 
1917,  as  amended.  All  cases  have  been 
reviewed  by  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  of  the  Senate  and  upon  review 
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ify  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  of  | 
th\  House  of  Representatives  all  cases 
included  in  that  resolution  except  three 
cases  Vere  approved  by  the  committee. 

The  Gtommittee  on  the  Judiciary  also 
included \n  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  86  th\  cases  of  three  aliens  found 
by  the  Attorney  General  to  be  eligible 
for  permanent  residence  in  the  United 
States  pursuanMo  section  6  of  the  Refu¬ 
gee  Relief  Act  of  N953,  as  amended. 

In  this  amended,  form  the  House  of 
Representatives  approved  Senate  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  86  <sn  August  20,  1962. 

On  September  7,  1962\the  Senate  con¬ 
curred  in  the  amendment  of  the  House 
and  amended  it  further  by  adding  one 
more  case  where  the  Attorney  General 
has  determined  and  reported  re  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  an  alien  is  qualifieoSfor  per¬ 
manent  residence  under  section  \of  the 
Displaced  Persons  Act  of  194SL  as 
amended.  This  case  appears  to  b<r\the 
last  to  be  considered  by  the  Congress 
under  the  terms  of  the  1948  law,  as 
amended  in  1950.  v  \ 

The  additional  case  has  been  reviewed 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  and 
the  approval  of  the  Attorney’s  General 
recommendation  is  now  included  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  House 
amendment. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester¬ 
day  in  my  remarks  appearing  on  page 
18529,  in  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
second  column,  I  stated: 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize  that  we  are  here 
concerned  with  the  merits  of  H.R.  11363  and 
not  with  what  the  Washington  Post  says 
about  it. 

Further  in  that  paragraph  I  said : 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  these  false 
charges  will  not  be  repeated  again  today. 

The  word  was  erroneously  spelled 
“repated”.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDING  SOIL  CONSERVATION 
AND  DOMESTIC  ALLOTMENT  ACT 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  8520)  to 
amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to 
add  a  new  subsection  to  section  16  to 
limit  financial  and  technical  assistance 
for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
Insert:  “That  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  inserting  after  section  16 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  16A.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement  in  the 
States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and 
Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical 


assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild¬ 
life  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed 
on  that  farm  by  such  drainage  and  that 
preservation  of  such  land  in  its  undrained 
status  will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife 
preservation  and  such  finding,  identifying 
specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on  that 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  finding  was 
made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  within  ninety  days  after  the 
filing  of  the  application  for  drainage  assist¬ 
ance:  Provided,  That  the  limitation  against 
furnishing  such  financial  or  technical  as¬ 
sistance  shall  terminate  ( 1 )  at  such  time 
as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  notifies  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  such  limita¬ 
tion  should  not  be  applicable,  (2)  one  year 
after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed 
unless  during  that  time  an  offer  has  been 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a 
State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner 
thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource,  or  (3)  five 
years  after  the  date  on  which  such  adverse 
finding  was  filed  if  such  an  oiler  to  lease  or 
to  purchase  such  wetland  area  has  not  been 
accepted  by  the  owner  thereof :  Provided 
further.  That  upon  any  change  in  the  own¬ 
ership  of  the  land  with  respect  to  which 
such  adverse  finding  was  filed,  the  eligibility 
of  such  land  for  such  financial  or  technical 
assistance  shall  be  redetermined  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.’  ” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act 
to  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes¬ 
tic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to  add  a  new 
section  16A  to  limit  financial  and  technical 
asssitance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentleman 
please  explain  the  amendments. 

Mr.  POAGE.  This  is  the  so-called 
wetlands  bill  which  the  House  passed 
sometime  ago.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  simply  attempt  to  tighten  up  a 
little  bit  more  on  this.  For  instance 
they  provide  that  if  a  man  sells  his  land, 
the  limitations  or  regulations  shall  not 
apply  to  the  new  owner.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  original  bill,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  found  that  the  land 
was  needed  for  the  propagation  of  water- 
fowl,  he  would  so  certify  and  for  5  years 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  not 
pay  retirement  benefits  on  that  land 
which  had  been  set  aside.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
seek  to  enter  into  an  agreement  or  a 
lease  proposition  with  the  owner  for  the 
use  of  the  land  as  a  waterfowl  refuge. 
The  landowner  is  not  compelled  to  sign, 
but  for  a  period  of  5  years  he  cannot 
draw  the  benefits.  The  Senate  provides 
that  if  he  sells  the  land,  the  new  owner 
will  not  be  bound  by  that  decision  and 
may  proceed  to  acquire  benefit  payments 
immediately.  I  believe  that  is  the  most 
important  change  which  the  Senate 
makes  in  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  unanimously  voted 
to  accept  the  Senate  amendment;  did 
they  not? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  voted  unanimously  on  that. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  by  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  House  committee 
is  willing  to  take  the  language  of  the 
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Senate  amendments.  We  believe  this 
language  is  good,  but  we  believe  that  the 
language  in  Senate  Report  No.  1805  is 
misleading. 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  8520  is  to  stop  the 
practice  of  providing  subsidy  for  the 
drainage  of  wetlands  which  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  are 
needed  for  the  preseravtion  and  conser¬ 
vation  of  waterfowl  and  related  wildlife. 

Therefore  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  does  not  agree  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  language  contained  in  Senate  Re¬ 
port  No.  1805: 

If  the  purchase  or  lease  of  lands  for  which 
drainage  assistance  is  requested  cannot  be 
consummated  because  the  State  Governor  or 
appropriate  State  agency  in  accordance  with 
Public  Law  87-383  has  denied  approval  of 
such  acquisition,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
would  be  expected  to  notify  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  that  the  limitation  should  not 
be  applicable  so  that  the  applicant  would  be 
free  to  obtain  assistance  without  regard  to 
the  terms  of  this  bill. 

H.R.  8520  provides  for  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  the  appropriate  State 
agencies  to  make  an  offer  to  purchase 
or  lease  the  wet  lands  in  question  within 
1  year  after  the  application  for  drain¬ 
age  assistance  has  been  denied. 

The  language  in  the  Senate  report  is 
too  broad  in  that  it  covers  offers  to  lease 
as  well  as  offers  to  purchase. 

The  intent  and  purpose  of  H.R.  8520 
should  not  be  thwarted  by  implying  that 
the  Governor  of  any  State  must  approve 
the  right  to  make  an  offer  to  lease. 
There  should  be  no  objection  to  a  lease 
program  because  lands  are  not  removed 
from  the  tax  rolls  and  ownership  remains 
in  private  hands.  We  also  question, 
under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  8520,  the 
authority  of  a  Governor  to  veto  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  make  a  bona  fide  offer  to  purchase 
private  lands.  H.R.  8520  affects  only 
specific  wet  lands  for  which  Federal  fi¬ 
nancial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  is  sought.  It  does  not  restrict  the 
owner  of  such  lands  to  finance  the  drain¬ 
age  with  his  personal  funds. 

The  House  committee  wants  it  to  be 
clearly  understood  that  with  passage  of 
H.R.  8520,  the  Departments  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Interior  shall  proceed  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  relation 
to  a  leasing  program  and  the  offer  to 
the  outright  purchase  of  any  land  may 
be  made  by  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  comply  with  the  intent  of  H.R. 
8520.  The  consummation  of  any  pur¬ 
chase  may  be  determined  by  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  the  State  in  which  the  lands  are 
located,  but  certainly  not  an  offer  to 
lease  so  far  as  H.R.  8520  is  concerned. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate 
has  approved  H.R.  8520,  a  bill  that  would 
end  the  federally  subsidized  drainage  of 
wet  lands  valuable  for  waterfowl  refuges 
in  the  prairie  pothole  regions  of  North 
and  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota.  As 
you  recall,  this  legislation  was  passed  by 
the  House  during  the  1st  session  of  the 
87th  Congress. 

The  problem  which  this  measure  would 
solve  is  a  pressing  one.  Currently,  the 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  fur¬ 
nishes  technical  and  financial  assistance 
to  farmers  for  drainage  of  wet  lands  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  At  the  same  time,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  is  conducting  a  program 
for  the  acquisition  of  wet  lands  in  order 
to  save  our  dwindling  duck  population. 
Present  requirements  of  the  law  do  not 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
withhold  cost-sharing  assistance  from 
drainage  projects  merely  because  they 
adversely  affect  wildlife. 

Here  we  have  two  programs  which  are 
operating  at  cross-purposes.  Clearly,  wre 
must  resolve  this  conflict  of  interest  in 
order  to  prevent  the  taxpayers’  money 
from  being  wasted  because  two  programs 
are  working  against  each  other. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  nonlegislative  ef¬ 
forts  to  end  the  existing  conflict  between 
these  two  programs  had  proved  to  be 
fruitless,  I  had  introduced  H.R.  8520  in 
the  House  on  August  7  of  last  year. 
Hearings  were  held  11  days  later  by  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee’s  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit,  and 
the  full  committee  favorably  reported 
the  measure  on  September  1.  It  was 
passed  by  the  House  on  September  12. 

Under  the  provisions  of  my  bill,  no 
contract  for  Federal  drainage  assistance 
can  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  with  a  farm  operator  in 
North  and  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota 
if  the  Secretary  of  Interior  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be 
materially  harmed  by  the  proposed 
drainage  project. 

The  Interior  Department  has  90  days 
after  an  application  for  drainage  assist¬ 
ance  has  been  received  to  file  an  adverse 
finding.  On  land  where  drainage  as¬ 
sistance  is  denied,  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  or  the  State  wildlife  agency  must 
make  an  offer  to  buy  or  lease  the  land  as 
a  waterfowl  refuge  within  a  year  or  the 
ban  on  Federal  drainage  assistance  will 
be  lifted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Senate  has  amended 
H.R.  8520  to  provide  that  the  “veto”  on 
drainage  assistance  will  be  terminated 
if  no  agreement  is  reached  after  5  years 
of  negotiation  or  if  the  ownership  of  the 
land  changes.  I  feel  that  these  are  sound 
and  workable  amendments  to  safeguard 
the  rights  of  the  farmers  involved. 

The  amendment  setting  a  5 -year  limit 
on  negotiations  would  protect  farmers 
against  undue  delay  in  the  lease  or  sale 
of  their  wet  lands  for  waterfowl  refuges. 
The  other  amendment  would  avoid  legal 
complications  if  the  land  in  question  was 
put  up  for  sale.  As  a  lawyer,  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  difficulties  involved  in  the 
transfer  of  property  which  has  any  kind 
of  a  lien  against  it. 

Last  week,  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  approved  the  Senate  amendments 
to  H.R.  8520  and  favorably  reported  the 
amended  bill.  Inasmuch  as  the  Senate 
amendments  improve  rather  than 
weaken  the  proposed  legislation,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  to  accept 
these  amendments  and  speed  this  legis¬ 
lation  on  its  way  to  the  White  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  1936,  agricultural 
drainage  has  been  responsible  for  de- 
troying  5,602,241  acres  of  waterfowl  wet- 
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Each  year,  about  3  percent  of  the  re¬ 
maining  wetlands  are  lost  to  federally 
subsidized  drainage. 

Conservationists  and  sportsmen  are 
rightly  concerned  over  the  recent  report 
by  the  Interior  Department  which  pre¬ 
dicts  another  drop  in  the  production  of 
waterfowl.  The  handwriting  is  on  the 
wall.  Immediate  action  is  necessary  if 
we  are  to  save  our  continental  flights  of 
ducks  and  geese. 

In  the  pioneer  days,  the  value  of  a  duck 
was  expressed  in  cents  per  pound,  but 
today  waterfowl  values  do  not  find  true 
expression  behind  a  dollar  sign.  They 
have  recreational,  social,  and  cultural 
values  which  make  their  meat  values  ap¬ 
pear  almost  inconsequential. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  necessity  to  meet  the 
outdoor  needs  of  our  people  now  and  in 
the  future  will  in  all  likelihood  be  the 
sharpest  and  most  consistent  pressure 
on  our  land,  water,  and  forests  in  the 
years  ahead.  It  is  our  responsibility  to 
see  to  it  that  there  will  be  sufficient  out¬ 
door  recreational  areas  available  to  our 
increasing  population  so  that  our  chil¬ 
dren  and  their  children  may  enjoy  the 
outdoor  opportunities  we  have  had. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

INDEPENDENT^  OFFICES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1963 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Kfc*.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
12711)  making  appropriations  for  sundry 
independent  executive  bureaus,  boards, 
commissions,  corporations^ agencies,  and 
offices  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  for  other  purpose^,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  M.atement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  assume  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  take  ample  time  to  explain  the 
bill. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  we  will.  We  are 
all  here  and  we  will  attempt  to  answer 
any  questions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  14,  1962.) 

Mr.  THOMAS  (during  the  reading  of 
the  statement) .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  further 
reading  of  the  statement  be  dispensed 
with  and  I  will  attempt  to  explain  it. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  certair 
ly,  the  House  is  entitled  to  all  the  infor¬ 
mation  it  needs  and  wants.  The , 
ferees  are  here  and  the  members  Al  the 
subcommittee  are  here  and  we/will  do 
our  best  to  give  you  all  the  information 
we  have,  and  we  will  all  tr^/to  answer 
any  questions  together. 

Let  me  give  you  a  broad/6utline  at  this 
time.  When  the  bill  lefz  the  House,  it 
covered  some  26  or  27  sLge ncies.  It  car¬ 
ried  in  round  figures,  $11,501,141,000. 
That  was  a  reduction,  again  in  round 
figures,  of  $1,059  million  below  the  budg¬ 
et  estimate.  Scychat  is  a  pretty  healthy 
cut.  The  bilLAvent  over  to  the  other 
body.  The  other  body  did  not  increase  it 
very  materially.  This  is  about  the  first 
time  they /iave  not  upped  the  House  bill 
considerably,  but  the  other  body  added 
only  $?6o  million.  I  for  one  want  to 
commend  them. 

GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
tleman  yield? 

THOMAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Since  when  has  $300 
million  become  “only  $300  million”? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Only  $300  million  out 
of  $11  billion.  I  really  felt  the  other 
body  would  come  up  with  a  billion.  Of 
course,  $300  million  is  a  considerable 
amount  of  money,  certainly* 

We  go  into  conference  with  the  other 
body  and  we  come  back  with  the  res¬ 
toration  of  about  $100  million.  So  they 
raised  it  about  $200  million. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Certainly,  to  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  who  certainly  did 
a  wonderful  job. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  in  response  to  the  inquiry 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  pointed  out 
that  the  Senate,  the  other  body,  in¬ 
creased  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  bill  by  $300  million.  In  confer¬ 
ence  the  bill  finally  comes  back  here  $197 
million,  or  nearly  $200  million  less  than 
the  Senate  bill.  So  we  do  not  want  to 
leave  the  impression  that  the  Senate 
raise  of  $300  million  stayed  there;  in 
other  words,  it  is  $200  million  less  than 
the  Senate  appropriated,  and  it  is  $102 
million,  as  I  understand,  over  the  origi¬ 
nal  figure  of  the  House. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Well  said,  may  I  say 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  and 
th^k  him  for  his  valuable  contribution. 

Wevare  bringing  back  here  119  items 
in  disagreement,  but  in  truth  and  in 
fact  only  three  items  are  in  disagree¬ 
ment;  tha*  others  are  in  technical  dis- 
agreementXtherefore,  we  have  105  of 
these  items \where  there  is  not  even 
technical  disagreement.  So  we  will  ask 
the  House  to  apiagove  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  There  are\14  items  in  technical 
disagreement,  but\in  actual  disagree¬ 
ment  there  are  only  naree;  and  may  I  say 
I  do  not  think  there  i\anything  in  here 
that  is  going  to  give  anybody  much  con¬ 
cern  except  one  item,  an\  I  must  point 
it  out  to  you.  That  is  the\tem  on  fall¬ 
out  shelters.  I  have  been  advised  that 
one  of  our  colleagues  wantedXp  express 
himself  on  this  matter,  and  aertainly 
we  are  going  to  give  him  plenty  of  time 
to  go  into  it  and  answer  his  objections. 
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scrutinized  them  to 
could  not  find  more 
ere  the  amount  was 
over  to  the  other 


Ir.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
geiNeman  yield? 

.THOMAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  litem  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  are  considerably 
more  thfUft  a  hundred  amendments  to 
this  bill. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  One  hundred  and 
nineteen. 

Mr.  GROSS, 
some  extent  an 
than  one  or  two 
reduced  after  it  we: 

body  sometimes  kno'fop  as  the  Upping 
Body. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  The  o'bher  body  made 
a  fine  record  this  time ;  tm$v  did  not  re¬ 
store  all  the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  The  language  which 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  struck  Out  on  a 
point  of  order  as  being  legislationxm  an 
appropriation  bill,  is  that  restored  toSthis 
bill  in  any  way?  What  was  done  in  tHpt 
respect? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  cannot  say  “in  any 
way,”  but  the  language  stricken  from 
the  House  bill  on  a  point  of  order  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  was  not 
reinserted  verbatim  by  any  means. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  you  did  not  go  to 
conference  and  seek  power  that  was 
denied  by  any  point  of  order  on  the 
original  appropriation  bill  to  take  over 
certain  property  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  did  you? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Referring  specifically 
to  the  property  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  there  is  nothing  in  the  language 
of  the  amendment  brought  back  in  tech¬ 
nical  disagreement  that  will  affect  that 
one  iota.  In  other  words,  the  decision 
of  the  court  will  control. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  Independent  Offices  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  I  should  like  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  a  very  significant  step  which  was 
taken  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  in  reporting  out  the  inde¬ 
pendent  offices  appropriations  bill  2 
weeks  ago. 

The  Senate  committee  directed  the 
CAB  to  take  immediate  action  to  bring 
about  a  reduction  in  the  subsidies  paj 
to  local  service  airlines  through 
couraging  the  use  of  modern,  morq^ffi- 
cient  aircraft. 

For  many  years,  members  of  ojCr  com¬ 
mittee  have  viewed  with  growing concern 
the  rapidly  raising  subsidieypaid  an¬ 
nually  to  support  otherwise/mprofitable 
regional  air  operations.  Trnis  year  our 
committee  even  invited  operators  of  local 
service  airlines  to  testif^nefore  us.  Fur¬ 
ther,  our  committee  inade  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  cut  in  the  synsidy  appropriation 
to  the  CAB. 

We  have  on  a  rihmber  of  occasions  ex¬ 
pressed  our  displeasure  at  the  steadily 
mounting  subsidy  burden  which  must  be 
borne  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 
In  fiscal  y^ar  1954,  subsidies  were  $18.4 
million;  in  1958,  the  total  had  risen  to 
$32.7  million,  and  in  this  year’s  bill,  we 
ultimately  appropriated  in  excess  of  $80 
millpsn.. 

is  as  obvious  to  the  CAB  as  it  is  to 


the  Congress  that  steps  are  urgently 
needed  to  reverse  this  trend.  It  is  im¬ 
perative  that  we  encourage  local  service 
airlines  to  operate  more  efficiently  and 
economically  to  provide  essential  service 
with  maximum  safety  but  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  burden  on  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Most  civil  aviation  authorities  agree 
that  one  of  the  basic  causes  for  increas¬ 
ing  subsidies  is  the  lack  of  suitable  mod¬ 
ern  equipment,  specifically  designed  for 
regional  air  carrier  operations.  Many 
local  service  carriers  still  use  the  DC-3. 
While  it  was  once  ideally  suited  for  local 
service  operations,  no  new  DC-3’s  have 
been  built  since  the  immediate  postwar 
period  and  there  are  few  in  service  to¬ 
day  which  are  not  almost  totally  obso¬ 
lete.  Operating  costs  have  increased  in 
direct  relation  to  the  age  of  the  air¬ 
craft. 

Lack  of  suitable  equipment  for  local 
carrier  operation  has  prompted  many 
Members  of  Congress  to  advocate  a  fed¬ 
erally  sponsored  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  program,  specifically  to  find  a  re- 
1  placement  for  the  DC-3.  Such  a  pro- 
sal  would  involve  vast  expenditures  by 
th£\Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

Assan  alternative  to  this  expensive  vjf- 
searcl^and  development  program,  it  lias 
been  proposed  that  the  CAB  should^  un¬ 
dertake  aSclemohstration  progranyin  co¬ 
operation  Vith  local  service  amines  to 
experiment 'ten  typical  routes  under 
typical  operating  conditions  with  modern 
aircraft  not  no\  in  use  on/focal  service 
airlines. 

The  Senate  CoiAnitta£  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  recognized  tbXcresirability  of  de¬ 
veloping  an  aircrafyfchich  would  meet 
the  demanding  raquimnents  of  local 
service  operation.  Tm  committee 
recommended  tifiat  the  Civil  Aeronau¬ 
tics  Board  undertake  a  pilot  project  at 
once  in  ordeurto  determine  wfiether  cur¬ 
rently  available  aircraft  woulav.be  suit¬ 
able  for  local  service  operatiorn^md  if 
so  to  what  extent  subsidies  could\e  re¬ 
duced  through  more  economical  Nmd 
more^fficient  operation.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  reprinted  at  thi 
pgmt  in  my  remarks  the  language' 
iopted  by  the  Senate  committee: 

The  committee  commends  the  efforts  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  as  well  as  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency,  to  encourage  the 
development  of  more  modern  and  efficient 
short-haul  aircraft  for  use  by  local  service 
carriers.  It  is  generally  recognized  that  an 
important  cause  of  the  present  subsidy  level 
is  the  lack  of  suitable  equipment.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels,  however,  that  adequate  atten¬ 
tion  has  not  been  given  to  possible  reduc¬ 
tion  in  subsidies  by  the  use  of  more  modern 
aircraft  which  are  already  available. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  develop  a  program  for  the 
lease  or  purchase  of  a  limited  number  of  any 
aircraft  which  appear  to  offer  greater  econ¬ 
omy  of  operation  than  older  aircraft  cur¬ 
rently  in  use,  and  that  such  aircraft  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  local  service  carriers  under  suitable 
arrangements  for  experimental  use.  Op¬ 
eration  of  aircraft  by  carriers  over  repre¬ 
sentative  route  segments  under  typical  op¬ 
erating  conditions  could  provide  the  data 
needed  to  permit  an  accurate  evaluation  by 
local  service  carrier  management  of  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  currently  available  equipment 
might  produce  significant  cost  savings.  It 
would  also  permit  the  responsible  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  to  evaluate  the  comparative 


advantages  of  further  development  of  this 
type  of  aircraft  as  against  the  immediate, 
availability  of  aircraft  already  in  production 

Certainly  before  any  costly  resear 
and  development  program  is  undertaken, 
the  use  of  modem  aircraft  in  loc^i  air¬ 
lines  should  be  thoroughly  implored. 
The  Senate  committee  should/be  con¬ 
gratulated  for  incorporating? this  lan¬ 
guage  in  its  report.  Those M  us  on  the 
committee  who  have  beejr  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  steadihr  rising  annual 
subsidy  payments  wil^certainly  await 
with  great  interest  Wife  findings  of  the 
CAB  in  the  study  program  which  it  has 
now  been  directed'  to  undertake.  The 
introduction  of  ^modern  equipment  in 
local  airline  deration  may  well  provide 
one  major  ai)«wer  to  the  subsidy  prob¬ 
lem. 

It  is  ms/hope  that  CAB  will  proceed 
expeditiously  with  this  program  so  that 
it  may /report  its  findings  to  our  com¬ 
mitted when  the  next  subsidy  request  is 
befcji'e  us. 

Ir.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
ie  previous  question  on  the  conference 
leport. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  first  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  7:  On  page  4,  strike 
lines  5  to  8,  inclusive. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  insist 
on  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
.  Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment 
in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  8:  On  page  5,  line 
10,  after  “shelters”,  insert:  “(except  for  fall¬ 
out  shelters  resulting  from  minor  modifica¬ 
tions  to  design,  construction,  or  building 
quipment,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
irLany  one  facility,  which  provides  fallout 
she^er  space  primarily  serving  the  normal 
peaca^ime  purposes  of  the  facility)  ”. 

Mr. \thOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motior 

The  Cl£te  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thom\s  moves  that  the  House  insist 
upon  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  8. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKEl\pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  t\?  next  amendment 
in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  >2:  Page  6,  line 
9,  after  “basis;”,  insert  “not  flo  exceed  $1,000 
for  official  reception  and  repr^ntation  ex¬ 
penses.’ 

Mi\  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speake\l  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  12  and  concr 
therein. 


Public  Law  87-732 
87th  Congress,  H.  R.  8520 
October  2,  1962 

an  act 

To  amend  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  to 
add  a  new  section  16A  to  limit  financial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage 
of  certain  wetlands. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  after  section  16  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  16A.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota  to 
provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made 
a  finding  that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on 
that  farm  by  such  drainage  and  that  preservation  of  such  land  in  its 
undrained  status  will  materially  contribute  to  wildlife  preservation 
and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the  farm  and  the  land  on 
that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  finding  was  made,  has  been  filed 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  within  ninety  days  after  the  filing 
of  the  application  for  drainage  assistance :  Provided ,  That  the  limita¬ 
tion  against  furnishing  such  financial  or  technical  assistance  shall 
terminate  (1)  at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  notifies 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  such  limitation  should  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable,  (2)  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that  time  an 
offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State  gov- 
ernment  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wetland  area  from  the  owner 
thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource,  or  (3)  five  years  after  the  date  on 
which  such  adverse  finding  was  filed  if  such  an  offer  to  lease  or  to 
purchase  such  wetland  area  has  not  been  accepted  by  the  owner 
thereof :  Provided  further ,  That  upon  any  change  in  the  ownership  of 
the  land  with  respect  to  which  such  adverse  finding  was  filed,  the 
eligibility  of  such  land  for  such  financial  or  technical  assistance  shall 
be  redetermined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.” 
Approved  October  2,  1962. 


Agriculture  Dept. 
Wetlands  drain¬ 
age  assistance, 
limitation. 

49  Stat.  1151. 

16  USC  590p. 


76  STAT.  696. 
75  STAT.  697. 


